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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this dissertation study is to examine the variables that impact student 
teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing lessons. 
Extending Bandura’s four sources of efficacy beliefs – performance or mastery experiences, 
vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, and physiological and/or emotional states 
– this dissertation explores what other sources may impact preservice teachers’ sense of 
efficacy. 
Multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the sources of teaching 
efficacy that could influence student teachers’ efficacy beliefs on both pretest and posttest 
surveys. Student teachers’ personality was a significant predictor of efficacy for instructional 
strategies and student engagement in the pretest data (β = .34 and β = 29, respectively, p 
< .05). Student teachers’ personality characteristics served as a modest predictor of efficacy 
for classroom management (β = .25; p = .053. Additionally, enactive mastery experiences 
with social and verbal persuasion (β = .23, p < .05), physiological and affective state (β = -
.19, p < .05), and interactions with the cooperating teacher (β = .19, p < .05) made significant 
independent contributions to predicting efficacy for classroom management in the pretest 
data. 
In the posttest data, student teachers’ motivation and vicarious experiences made 
significant contributions to explaining the variance in efficacy for classroom management (β 
= .02 and β = .03, respectively, p < .05). Student teachers’ motivation was a modest predictor 
(β = .36; p = .054) of efficacy for student engagement. The source of university training was 
also a significant predictor (β = .29, p < .05) of efficacy for instructional strategies. The 
sources related to the interaction with cooperating teachers did not make any significant 
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independent contributions to any of the efficacy factors in the posttest survey. In particular, 
student teachers’ personality was not a significant predictor in any of the posttest efficacy 
subscales, whereas personality was a significant predictor in all three of the pretest sense of 
efficacy subscales. A significant independent contribution made by student teachers’ 
personality to explaining student teachers’ sense of efficacy was washed out over the course 
of the student teaching practicum experience. Additionally, paired t-tests were conducted to 
examine changes in student teachers’ efficacy beliefs before student teaching and after 
student teaching. Paired t-tests indicated that the 60 student teachers who responded to both 
pretest and posttest reported that their efficacy beliefs increased significantly over time 
during a student teaching experience in all three areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement, as well as in overall student teachers’ efficacy scores 
(for which mean scores increased from 3.85 to 4.33 on a 5-point Likert-type range). 
Several limitations should be acknowledged in interpreting results from this 
dissertation study. First, among the limitations of this research are the different numbers of 
participants in the pretest and posttest, and that the modest sample size came from two 
different cohorts (Fall 2009 and Spring 2010) in one institution. Thus, caution must be 
exercised in generalizing from the results based on this small sample of student teachers from 
only one teacher preparation program who were enrolled in a student teaching practicum 
from two different cohorts. Another limitation of this study was the fact that all of the data 
were collected via student teachers’ self-report instruments to measure sources of teaching 
efficacy and their efficacy beliefs. Thus, qualitative data in the forms of interviews and actual 
observations would have enriched the study to reveal sources of student teachers’ efficacy 
and their sense of efficacy, and such data will be employed in future research.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
As teacher efficacy has emerged as an important construct in teacher education over 
the past 25 years, issues involving teacher efficacy have become increasingly important. 
There have been renewed demands to improve children’s academic achievement and to 
follow the mandates of the No Child Left Behind legislation. Increased demands have been 
noted especially in the specific domain of reading, because a change in reading teacher 
education that has been mandated by the Reading First initiative (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2002). 
Teacher efficacy has been defined as a teacher’s ―judgment of his or her capabilities 
to bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those 
students who may be difficult or unmotivated‖ (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 783). The 
sense of teaching efficacy influences teachers’ instructional behavior, classroom organization, 
and feedback patterns to students who are particularly experiencing difficulty. Prospective 
teachers with high teaching efficacy are more humanistic in their beliefs about controlling 
students than are those with low teaching efficacy (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk, Rosoff, 
& Hoy, 1990). The higher the efficacy of preservice teachers, the less they subscribed to a 
bureaucratic perspective (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). Low-efficacy teachers were flustered if 
there was any interruption of their routine while they were engaged with small groups, 
whereas high-efficacy teachers seemed to utilize this format with more flexibility. High-
efficacy teachers communicate higher expectations by providing less criticism to students 
and persisting with students until they respond correctly (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). More 
efficacious preservice teachers were less interventionist toward classroom management. 
Efficacious teachers perceive and experience less student failure, which likely corresponds to 
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a decreased need to guard against their negative teaching outcomes (Henson, 2001). 
Importantly, Coladarci (1992) found that greater teaching commitment, which is used as an 
indicator of a teacher’s psychological attachment to the teaching profession, tended to be 
expressed by those elementary teachers who were higher in teachers’ sense of efficacy. This 
result encourages those concerned with offsetting teacher attrition by promoting a teacher’s 
sense of efficacy. 
In addition, teachers’ sense of efficacy was identified almost 25 years ago as one of 
the few teacher characteristics strongly associated with variations in reading achievement 
among minority students in a study by the RAND corporation (Armor et al., 1976). Teacher 
efficacy has been related to a variety of student outcomes, including academic achievement 
(Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992), motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989), and 
students’ own sense of efficacy (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988). Midgley, Feldlaufer, 
and Eccles (1989) found that students with more efficacious teachers had higher expectations 
and perceptions of their performance in math than did students with less efficacious teachers 
in a longitudinal study of the transition from the last year of elementary school to the first 
year of junior high school. 
It is of great interest to explore the development of efficacy beliefs among teachers, 
given that teacher efficacy is related to teacher effectiveness in classroom management 
activities, instructional behavior, classroom organization, feedback patterns, and pupil 
control ideology, and appears to influence students’ achievement, motivation, and their own 
sense of efficacy. In addition, given the importance of a strong sense of efficacy for optimal 
motivation in teaching, exploring factors that contribute to the initial development of 
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preservice teachers’ efficacy will help them develop strong efficacy beliefs early in their 
career (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 
While experienced teachers are generally provided with information about how best 
to teach, including an abundance of mastery experience to develop their teaching efficacy, 
prospective teachers generally do not have this source of information, at least not until they 
have had their teaching practice in school, during which time they receive emotional arousal 
and verbal persuasion, including performance feedback from supervisors, classroom teachers, 
and other peers (Chan, 2008). With the differential amount of information from these sources 
as well as different levels and types of experience with teaching practice, prospective 
teachers might be expected to have different levels of efficacy beliefs. According to previous 
research studies of preservice teachers’ self-efficacy, the value and power of teachers’ sense 
of efficacy has been well established in the literature, but the sources of preservice teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs have not been established (Anderson & Betz, 2001; Labone, 2004; Poulou, 
2007; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). For example, Anderson and Betz (2001) have argued 
that little research has focused on the sources of self-efficacy, in contrast to the amount of 
research on correlates or outcomes of self-efficacy. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007) state 
that ―it is of both theoretical and practical importance to understand the sources teachers tap 
when making judgments about their capability for instruction‖ (p. 953). 
Also, the overwhelming majority of research in the area of teacher efficacy has been 
conducted on inservice teachers (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984), and 
relatively little is known about the knowledge base in this area among preservice teachers. 
Mulholland and Wallace (2001) show that early development of high self-efficacy beliefs is 
important to continue teaching science in the inservice situation, throughout one science 
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elementary teacher’s longitudinal case study during the transition from preservice to 
inservice teaching. Attention to the variables that support the development of a strong sense 
of efficacy among preservice teachers is worthwhile because once efficacy beliefs are 
established they appear to be somewhat resistant to change (Hoy & Spero, 2005). 
 
Purpose of this Study 
The importance of teaching efficacy gives rise to the need to investigate the variables 
that influence student teachers’ sense of efficacy. Given the recognized importance of 
teaching efficacy among student teachers, it is essential to research the variables that serve as 
sources of efficacy among student teachers. Bandura (1986, 1997) asserted that the initial 
development of self-efficacy expectations springs from four experiential sources: (1) 
performance or mastery experiences, (2) vicarious experiences, (3) verbal or social 
persuasion, and (4) physiological and emotional states. Based on Bandura’s (1997) four 
sources, which could play a prominent role in the development of the student teachers’ sense 
of efficacy, Poulou (2007) developed the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, comprised of 
30 items in the seven categories of personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university training, 
and physiological/affective state. Additionally, the cooperating teacher is one of the 
contextual variables that may play a vital role in the developing efficacy beliefs of the 
student teacher. In terms of efficacy beliefs of the student teacher and the cooperating teacher, 
the research is limited (Knoblauch & Hoy, 2007). Cooperating teachers provide self-efficacy 
information for the student teachers in the form of vicarious experience (modeling) and 
verbal persuasion (positive feedback and encouragement). 
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Thus, the purpose of this study is to examine the potential sources that impact student 
teachers’ sense efficacy during their reading and writing lessons. More specifically, this 
study explores (1) student teachers’ perceptions of the sources of teaching efficacy, (2) the 
relationship between the seven sources of student teachers’ sense of efficacy suggested by 
Poulou (2007) and teachers’ perception of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement, (3) the relationship between student 
teachers’ perceived support from the cooperating teacher and their sense of efficacy, and (4) 
changes in student teachers’ beliefs in teaching efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement before and after their student teaching 
practicum. 
Research Questions 
To achieve the purpose of this study described above, the following research 
questions will be addressed: 
1. To what extent do the sources in the seven categories of personality characteristics, 
capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious 
experiences, university training, and physiological/affective state impact student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement? This question will be answered separately for 
both the pretest and posttest results. 
2. To what extent does perceived support from the cooperating teacher impact student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement? This question will be answered separately for 
both the pretest and posttest results. 
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3. What of the eight sources (personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university 
training, and physiological/affective state, and perceived support from the 
cooperating teacher) has the most important impact on student teachers’ sense of 
efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student 
engagement? This question will be answered separately for both the pretest and 
posttest results. 
4. Do student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement change over the course of the 
student teaching practicum, and how are these changes related to changes in the eight 
sources? 
 
Conceptual and Operational Definitions 
Teacher efficacy has been defined as ―the extent to which the teacher believes he or 
she has the capacity to affect student performance‖ (Berman, McLaughlin, Bass, Pauly, & 
Zellman, 1977, p. 137), as ―teachers’ belief in their ability to have a positive effect on student 
learning‖ (Ashton, 1985), as ―teachers’ belief or conviction that they can influence how well 
students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated‖ (Guskey & Passaro, 1994, p. 
628), or as a teacher’s ―judgment of his or her capabilities to bring about desired outcomes of 
student engagement and learning, even among those students who may be difficult or 
unmotivated‖ (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p. 783). 
Student teacher: teacher education students who enroll in 16 student teaching credits, 
which is a required field experience for the university teacher preparation program at Iowa 
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State University. Student teaching, which normally occurs in the final semester in the teacher 
education program, is a time of transition from a student role to a professional role. The 
experience provides students with the opportunity to implement many of the strategies and 
techniques they have learned about in their professional course work. During student 
teaching they layer an additional dimension and range of experiences to their background (pp. 
4, 14, cited from the Student Teaching Handbook provided by the University Teacher 
Education Program at Iowa State University). 
Field experiences are placements in educational settings that allow ISU students to 
observe and participate in ongoing teaching of birth to Grade 12 pupils within the context of 
the University Teacher Education program. ISU students participate in field experiences by 
taking field experience courses. There are two types of field experience courses: practicum-
related and student teaching-related. Student teaching courses are longer-term experiences 
in which students teach full-time under the supervision of an experienced teacher and are 
expected to become increasingly independent in their planning, classroom management, and 
teaching. Over the course of student teaching experiences, students come to be in control of a 
classroom (cited from the Website [http://www.teacher.hs.iastate.edu/] of the University 
Teacher Education Program at Iowa State University). 
Cooperating teachers serve as professional mentors for student teachers. Some of 
the responsibilities of cooperating teachers are: (1) providing student teachers with work 
space within their classroom, (2) inducting student teachers gradually into full-time teaching 
responsibilities, and (3) serving as models for the student teachers’ observations. Thus, 
cooperating teachers are selected with care and with the knowledge that their experience will 
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provide a nurturing environment for the student teacher (p. 16, cited from Student Teaching 
Handbook provided by the University Teacher Education Program at Iowa State University). 
University supervisors serve as liaison and work with the cooperating teacher and 
local school district in interpreting the teacher education program. The university supervisors 
visit as often as possible to share in the evaluation of the student teachers’ progress and 
provide assistance and advice in problem situations. They regularly discuss the student 
teaching experience with student teachers and then provide student teachers and cooperating 
teachers with written feedback concerning progress, problems, and recommendations (pp. 4, 
18, cited from the Student Teaching Handbook provided by the University Teacher 
Education Program at Iowa State University). 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
The purpose of this study is to examine the potential sources that influence student 
teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their delivery of reading and writing 
lessons. More specifically, this study explores (1) student teachers’ perceptions of the sources 
of teaching efficacy, (2) the relationship between the seven sources of student teachers’ sense 
of efficacy suggested by Poulou (2007) and student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement, (3) the relationship 
between student teachers’ perceived support from the cooperating teacher and their sense of 
efficacy, and (4) changes in student teachers’ beliefs in teaching efficacy in the areas of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement before and after 
their student teaching practicum. 
Thus, to highlight the literature on the sources that influence student teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs during their delivery of reading and writing lessons, the literature reviewed in 
this chapter addresses the: (1) theoretical framework of teacher efficacy, (2) reading teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs, (3) sources of student teachers’ sense of efficacy, (4) perceived support from 
the cooperating teacher, and (5) student teachers’ changing levels of sense of efficacy. 
Teacher efficacy has been related to a variety of student outcomes, including 
achievement (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross, 1992), motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & 
Eccles, 1989), and students’ own sense of efficacy (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988). In 
addition, the sense of teaching efficacy influences teachers’ instructional behavior, classroom 
organization, and feedback patterns to students who are experiencing difficulty. Prospective 
teachers with high teaching efficacy are more humanistic in their beliefs about controlling 
students than are those with low teaching efficacy (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). High-efficacy 
10 
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teachers communicate higher expectations by providing less criticism to students and 
persisting with students until they respond correctly (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). More 
efficacious preservice teachers were less interventionist toward classroom management. 
Efficacious teachers perceive and experience less student failure, which likely corresponds to 
a decreased need to guard against their negative teaching outcomes (Henson, 2001). High 
teacher self-efficacy has consistently been found to relate to positive student and teacher 
behaviors, and to have a positive influence on educational improvements, leading to the view 
that teacher self-efficacy is a crucial element in improving teacher education and promoting 
education reform (Chan, 2008). 
 
Theoretical Framework of Teachers’ Efficacy 
Most researchers in psychology and education credit the concept of teacher efficacy 
to the theoretical framework of self-efficacy developed by Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive 
theory. Social cognitive theory proposes two types of expectations – outcome expectation 
and efficacy expectations – that affect the choice of activities and the effort people expend to 
reach certain outcomes. Outcome expectancy is the belief that a given behavior will lead to 
certain outcomes. An example of an outcome expectancy question is: ―If I accomplish the 
task at that level, what are the likely consequences?‖ Efficacy expectation is the conviction 
that an individual can successfully execute the behavior required to produce outcomes. An 
example of an efficacy expectations question is: ―Do I have the ability to organize and 
execute the actions necessary to accomplish a specific task at a desired level?‖ Therefore, 
individuals can acknowledge that a course of action will produce certain outcomes, but if 
individuals have serious doubts about their ability to perform the action then such 
11 
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information will influence their behavior. The degree of people’s conviction in their own 
effectiveness is not only likely to affect how much effort they will expend but also how long 
they will persist in the face of obstacles (Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura (1986), 
efficacy and outcome judgments should be differentiated, because ―individuals can believe 
that a particular course of action will produce certain outcomes, but they do not act on that 
outcome belief because they question whether they can actually execute the necessary 
activities‖ (p. 392). 
Bandura (1994) defined self-efficacy as an individual’s feelings about his or her 
abilities to produce selected amounts of performance that have an effect on events that 
influence their lives. Bandura (1997) defined perceived self-efficacy as ―beliefs in one’s 
capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given 
attainments‖ (p. 3). Self-efficacy is a future-oriented judgment that has to do with self-
perception of competence rather than actual level of competence because individuals 
regularly overestimate or underestimate their actual capabilities, and these estimations may 
have consequences for the courses of action they choose to pursue (Hoy & Spero, 2005; 
Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Bandura (1997) states that ―a capability is only as 
good as its execution. The self-assurance with which people approach and manage difficult 
tasks determines whether they make good or poor use of their capabilities. Insidious self-
doubts can easily overrule the best of skills‖ (p. 35). 
With regard to the teaching efficacy of first-year teachers, novice teachers often enter 
the profession with high hopes about the kind of impact that they will be able to have on 
students’ lives, but encounter a painful ―reality shock‖ because they are often faced with all 
the role demands and expectations encountered by experienced teachers (Weinstein, 1988). 
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Hoy and Spero (2005) found that teaching efficacy rose during teacher preparation programs 
and student teaching, but fell with actual experience as a teacher because novice teachers 
often underestimate the complexity of the teaching task and their ability to manage many 
agendas at the same time. 
Bandura (1997) asserts that the initial development of self-efficacy expectations 
springs from four experiential sources: (1) enactive mastery experiences, (2) vicarious 
experiences, (3) verbal or social persuasion, and (4) physiological and/or emotional states. 
Research on factors that elicit self efficacy suggests that there may be a two-cluster model: 
one cluster involves direct personal experience such as past performance, emotional arousal, 
and social persuasion, and another reflects indirect experiences, such as vicarious learning or 
modeling (Anderson & Betz, 2001). 
Mastery experience refers to a teacher’s experiences in terms of success and failure. 
The most influential source of efficacy information described by Bandura (1997) is enactive 
mastery, which provides authentic evidence of the teacher’s performance in the classroom 
and school setting, with success leading to increased self-efficacy and failure to reduced self-
efficacy. Regarding mastery experiences, which for teachers come from actual teaching 
accomplishments with students (Bandura, 1997), efficacy beliefs are raised if teachers 
perceive their teaching performance to be a success, which then contributes to the 
expectations that teaching will be proficient in the future. Vicarious experiences occur 
through the observation of others succeeding or failing. When a model with whom the 
observer closely identifies performs well, the efficacy of the observer is enhanced. Poulou 
(2007) said that when there are no absolute measures of adequacy and individuals’ activities, 
people assess their ability through comparisons with others in similar situations. Thus, 
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modeling serves as an effective tool for promoting a sense of personal efficacy. Social or 
verbal persuasion stems from activities such as talks, course work, professional development 
workshops, and feedback from a supervisor, colleague, or students, and these have a positive 
influence that gives teachers information about the task of teaching. In particular, the 
enthusiasm of children, which is one of the forms of social persuasion provided by students, 
was the one constant source of positive information in developing science teachers’ self-
efficacy in both preservice and inservice situations (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001). 
Physiological and/or emotional states impact how people interpret their physical and 
emotional reactions. For example, tension and stress are often interpreted by individuals as 
signs of a lack of ability or of poor performance, whereas the feelings of joy or pleasure a 
teacher experiences from teaching a successful lesson may increase her or his sense of 
efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Figure 1 shows four experiential sources for the initial 
development of self-efficacy expectations suggested by Bandura (1997). 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual framework of Bandura’s self-efficacy sources 
Student 
Teachers' 
Efficacy
Mastery Experiences
Verbal or Social 
Persuasion
Physiological and 
Emotional states
Vicarious Experiences
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Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy has influenced thinking about teacher efficacy and 
has resulted in multi-dimensional models of teacher efficacy. Ashton and Webb (1982) were 
among the first researchers to apply Bandura’s social cognitive theory to the study of teacher 
efficacy, employing a measure of teacher efficacy developed by researchers at the RAND 
Corporation to assess two dimensions – general teaching efficacy and personal teaching 
efficacy – of the construct. Extending the work of Ashton and Webb and brining to bear the 
conceptual underpinnings of Bandura as well, Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed a 30-
item Teacher Efficacy Scale (later developed into a short version with 16 items) to measure 
two dimensions of teacher efficacy. Studies of teacher efficacy consistently have found two 
separate dimensions using Bandura’s theoretical framework and extending his reasoning to 
the educational setting (Ashton, 1985; Dembo & Gibson, 1985; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). 
The first dimension is personal teaching efficacy, which represents a teacher’s belief in his or 
her skills and abilities to be an effective teacher. An example of a 30-item Teacher Efficacy 
Scale (TES), developed by Gibson and Dembo (1984), representing this first factor, is: 
―When I really try, I can get through to most difficult student.‖ The second dimension, 
general teaching efficacy, is a teacher’s belief that effective teaching can bring about student 
learning regardless of external variables such as home environment, family background, and 
parental influences. An example of this component is: ―A teacher is very limited in what 
he/she can achieve because a student’s home environment is a large influence on his/her 
achievement‖ (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Ashton (1985) and Ashton et al. (1982) suggest that 
teachers’ outcome expectations about the consequences of teaching are reflected in a 
dimension they called ―teaching efficacy‖ (or outcome expectation, in Bandura’s terms), 
while a teacher’s judgments of his or her ability to execute particular courses of action and to 
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bring about desired goals are reflected in a dimension they labeled ―personal teaching 
efficacy‖ (efficacy expectation, in Bandura’s terms). 
Although the Gibson and Dembo measure has been the most popular of the teacher 
efficacy instruments to date, problems remain both conceptually and statistically (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001). Thus, Guskey and Passaro (1994) attempted to bring clarity to the 
meaning of these two dimensions – general teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy 
– of Gibson and Dembo’s Teacher Efficacy Scale by modifying the wording of the items. 
They outlined an alternative interpretation of the two-dimensional teacher efficacy construct 
composed of an internal and external distinction to represent teachers’ perceptions of the 
strength of different and independent dimensions rather than the personal and general 
dimensions. The internal dimension reflects teachers’ ―perceptions of personal influence, 
power, and impact in teaching and learning situations‖ (p. 639). Agreement with this internal 
factor is interpreted to indicate a teacher’s positive and optimistic efficacy beliefs as ―high 
efficacy‖ regarding the impact of teaching on student learning. On the other hand, the 
external dimension relates to ―perceptions of the influence, power, and impact of elements 
that lie outside the classroom and, hence, may be beyond the direct control of individual 
teachers‖ (p. 639). Agreement with the external factor indicates a teacher’s negative and 
pessimistic efficacy as ―low efficacy,‖ in which a teacher believes elements outside the 
classroom that are beyond the control of a teacher exert strong influences on students’ 
behavior and performance. Based on Guskey and Passaro’s (1994) two-dimensional model, 
Hebert, Lee, and Williamson (1998) found that teacher education students have a 
significantly lower perception of the impact of elements outside the classroom on students’ 
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behavior and performance compared with all groups of experienced teachers, but, with 
teaching experience, come to rate these external factors at higher levels. 
However, there has been disagreement over the conceptualization of teacher efficacy 
that has contributed to a lack of clarity in measuring the construct, thereby raising questions 
about the validity and reliability of existing measures (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; 
Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) proposed 
an integrated model that reflects the cyclical nature of teacher efficacy in response to the 
conceptual confusion surrounding teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy is often asserted to be 
situation-specific and may vary from subject to subject. Teachers do not feel equally 
efficacious for all teaching situations. Teachers feel efficacious for teaching particular 
subjects to certain students in specific settings, and they can be expected to feel more or less 
efficacious under different circumstances. For example, a teacher’s self-efficacy may be high 
while teaching mathematics, but low while teaching language arts. Such a teacher may 
devote more time to mathematics instruction in comparison with language arts instruction 
and have more personal interest in participating in professional development activities related 
to mathematics than to language arts. Thus, Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) and 
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) argue that a consideration of the teaching task and its 
context is required in making efficacy judgments. In addition, it is necessary to assess 
personal teaching competence about what one’s strengths and weaknesses are in relation to 
the requirements of the task at hand. For example, within this model, teachers’ efficacy 
judgments are related to both personal judgments of relative importance of variables that 
make teaching difficult, and an assessment of self-perceptions of personal teaching 
capabilities such as skills, knowledge, strategies, or personality traits in the particular 
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teaching context. To make these assessments, Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) agree 
with the fact that teachers draw information from four sources, which were described by 
Bandura (1986, 1997) as: enactive mastery experience, vicarious experiences, verbal 
persuasion, and physiological arousal. The cyclical nature of teacher efficacy implies that 
lower levels of efficacy lead to lower levels of effort and persistence, leading then to 
deterioration in performance, which in turn leads to lower efficacy. 
Because most existing measures of teacher efficacy do not include both personal 
competence and an analysis of the task in terms of the resources and constraints in particular 
teaching contexts, Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed a new measure of teacher 
efficacy for comparisons of teachers across contexts, levels, and subjects. This instrument, 
named the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES), was based on a model of teacher 
efficacy suggested by Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) to test personal competence 
and analysis of the task. They identified three areas for which teachers may hold differing 
levels of efficacy: classroom management, instructional practices, and student engagement. 
The resulting instrument had two forms: a long form with 24 items, with eight items for each 
of three subscales, and a short from with 12 items, with four items for each of three subscales. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for the 24-item scale was 0.94, and for the 12-item 
scale was 0.90, so both the 24- and 12-item scales could be considered to measure the 
underlying construct of teacher efficacy. To assess the correlation of this new measure and 
other existing measures of teacher efficacy, the authors also examined the construct validity 
of OSTES (the 24-item long form). Total scores on the scale were positively related to both 
the personal teaching efficacy factor (r = 0.64, p < 0.01) and the general teacher efficacy 
factor (r = 0.16, p < 0.01) of Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) Teacher Efficacy Scale. 
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Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) mentioned that ―the three dimensions of efficacy 
for instructional strategies, student engagement, and classroom management represent the 
richness of teachers’ work lives and the requirements of good teaching‖ (p. 801) by including 
items that assess a broader range of teaching tasks such as teaching in support of student 
thinking, effectiveness with capable students, creativity in teaching, and the flexible 
application of alternative assessment. 
Teachers’ sense of efficacy has been linked to teachers’ classroom management 
activities. For example, Henson (2001) found that more efficacious preservice teachers were 
less interventionist toward classroom management after examining the multivariate 
relationships between teacher efficacy and task analysis variables as predictors of classroom 
beliefs about control. The author explained that increased expectation that the teacher can 
perform the actions necessary to lead to student success (self-efficacy) may make the idea of 
student failure less threatening, and, accordingly, the perceived need for classroom control 
diminishes. Efficacious teachers perceive and experience less student failure, which likely 
corresponds to a decreased need to guard against their negative teaching outcomes. Also, 
Henson found that when teachers were asked to list elements of the teaching situation that 
would help them instruct the student, they predominately produced issues that were 
attributable to the self. Conversely, when asked to list elements in the teaching situation that 
would make instruction difficult, the teachers in this study generated issues that were 
attributable to external variables such as the home environment and the student’s low 
motivation. This dichotomy between internal causes that helped teaching and external causes 
that hindered teaching may represent a threat to teaching professionalism. Thus, Henson 
(2001) recommend that teacher education programs may address both of these issues in 
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methods courses by integrating multiple resources outside of the self (e.g., parental roles, 
community agencies) and practice recognizing areas in need of professional development. 
 
Reading Teacher’s Teaching Efficacy 
Reading First is a federal program that provided development funds to put proven 
methods of early reading instruction into classrooms. Through Reading First, states and 
districts receive support to apply scientifically-based reading instruction programs to ensure 
that all children in America learn to read well by the end of third grade. Reading First schools 
are looking for guidance in determining which aspects of the initiative are important to 
sustain (US Department of Education 2009). The concept of teacher efficacy (i.e., teachers’ 
perception of their own teaching ability) is at the heart of effective teacher instruction once 
the precise aspects of an initiative’s instructional practices are identified (p. 8). Teacher 
efficacy is one of the critical elements in a Reading First sustainability plan regardless of the 
particular pedagogical components of an initiative. 
One of the major goals of the International Reading Association (IRA) is to generate 
findings regarding excellence in reading teacher preparation to improve reading teacher 
education. To gather data useful in characterizing current practices in reading teacher 
preparation programs, Hoffman and Roller (2001) designed the survey questionnaire in 
which teacher educators were asked to rate the feature in terms of its importance to program 
quality. A total of 949 reading teacher educators who are active in higher education in the 
IRA study responded that their programs’ provisions for supervised field experiences in the 
preparation process were highly valued. 
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As stated earlier, according to Bandura (1994), mastery experience is the most 
effective way to create a high sense of self-efficacy compared with the other efficacy sources. 
Haverback and Parault (2008) suggested that an example of a mastery experience is a 
preservice teacher who is able to tutor children in reading in real classroom settings during 
their field experiences. One-on-one tutoring as mastery experience might provide ―preserivce 
teachers as reading tutors with insight into their future students as individuals while helping 
those children with their individual needs and possibly impacting their own efficacy‖ (p. 244). 
They argued that educational researchers need to explore the possible benefits of using 
tutoring as a means of impacting preservice teachers’ efficacy and pedagogical knowledge 
for the teaching of reading. 
Tutoring as a mastery experience for preservice teachers can allow them for the 
transfer of a theoretical understanding of the pedagogical practices of reading to a real-world 
situation, linking theory to practice (Fang & Ashely, 2004; Haverback & Parault, 2008; 
Linek et al., 1999; Worthy & Patterson, 2001). Worthy and Patterson (2001) found that more 
than half of the tutors involved in literacy tutorial programs as the ―reading club‖ believed 
that the connection of theory and practice was the most important aspect of the tutoring. As 
71 preservice teachers tutored literacy in a high-poverty school, the experience of working 
one-on-one with a child positively influenced both their content and procedural learning as 
well as responsiveness to individual students’ needs and strengths, and self-confidence as 
teachers. 
The experience of tutoring a struggling reader as mastery experiences that impact 
preservice teachers’ efficacy was one of the most valuable experiences in their reading 
education coursework (Duffy & Atkinson, 2001; Fang & Ashley, 2004). One of the most 
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valuable components of a 9-hour, field-based reading block experience for preservice 
teachers was tutoring (Fang & Ashley, 2004). During an after-school tutoring program to 
provide field experience for preservice teachers enrolled in a 9-hour reading block and 
intensive instruction for schoolchildren identified as ―at risk‖ for reading failure, the 28 
preservice teachers indicated that the tutoring experience with struggling readers allowed 
them to put theory into practice. The tutoring experience was instrumental to have the 
opportunity to assess an actual child’s literacy potential, instead of using examples on 
worksheets. By the end of the course, all of the 28 preservice teachers developed much more 
confidence in their ability to teach and their knowledge about how to assess children who 
experience reading difficulties. Duffy and Atkinson (2001) also found that preservice 
teachers enrolled in two reading education courses across one year of their teacher education 
program believed the experience of one-on-one tutoring a struggling reader as mastery 
experiences that impact preservice teachers’ efficacy was one of their most valuable 
experiences. These research results suggest that the principles of instruction that preservice 
teachers learned through the work with one struggling reader could be modified and adapted 
to their work in the whole class lessons (Duffy & Atkinson, 2001; Fang & Ashley, 2004). 
Linek et al. (1999) found that field experience was the most influential variable in 
preservice teachers’ belief changes about literacy learning and teaching. For example, while 
they initially saw the child as a receiver of factual knowledge, they believed that the child 
actively constructs knowledge and that an important component of literacy instruction is 
fostering student interest and motivation at the end of a field-based course semester. 
Preservice teachers whose literacy methods courses included field experiences reported that 
they were able to apply beliefs and practices of their university learning in authentic settings. 
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Particularly when considering a vicarious and mastery experience as the source of 
self-efficacy information postulated by Bandura (1997), university instructors’ modeling of 
alternative instructional strategies of literacy and preservice teachers’ observing and 
involvement in their use contributed to preservice teachers’ belief changes about literacy 
instruction as well as the opportunity for them to have a vicarious and mastery experience 
(Linek et al., 1999). Partner tutoring instituted in the study by Fang and Ashley (2004), 
instead of one-on-one tutoring, was also a good source for vicarious experience that 
influences teachers’ self-efficacy. As two students tutor one child, partner tutoring provided 
them a unique opportunity to observe and learn from each other on shared autonomy and 
collaborative practice that can lead to quality teaching and improved learning for children. 
Preservice teachers in a redesigned corrective reading methods course with a tutoring 
practicum were given the opportunity to have a vicarious and mastery experience for the 
sources of self-efficacy information as they are helping children with reading problems 
(Nierstheimer et al., 2000). As preservice teachers participated in three consecutive semesters 
of a literacy methods course with features of the Reading Recovery professional development 
model, the tutoring component as mastery experience and their peer observations as vicarious 
experience were the most meaningful features of the course and had the most effect on their 
changed beliefs about children with special literacy learning needs. Particularly as a result of 
engagement with peer observations, they discovered new ways to look at literacy teaching 
and learning as they learned how to observe and what to look for when watching children and 
instruction (p. 11). Elementary education prospective teachers who participated in this study 
shifted in their beliefs ―toward accepting responsibility‖ for helping struggling literacy 
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learners by suggesting appropriate literacy instructional practices based on the individual 
characteristics and interests of the child. 
Relative to student teachers’ teaching efficacy beliefs varying by subject taught, 
prospective teachers indicated they were better able to teach language arts than the other 
subjects teaching a week for six consecutive weeks. Poulou, Spinthourakis, and Papoulia-
Tzelepi ( 2002) found that student teachers who are teaching ―Language Arts‖ indicated a 
greater degree of success than for teaching ―Mathematics‖ and ―Social and Physical Studies.‖ 
The authors suggested that further research is needed to investigate a major differentiation, 
which may be caused by variation in teachers’ personal preference, in the students’ teaching 
efficacy by subject taught. 
In sum, preservice teachers serving as reading tutors participating in the field-based 
courses reported feeling more confident in their ability to teach reading because of what they 
had learned while working with a tutee, putting the reading theory learned in the university 
setting into practice and recognizing students’ individual needs. Although preservice teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs were not directly measured in the previous studies associated with reading 
teachers’ efficacy, preservice teachers who are exposed to more time in field experiences as 
their mastery experiences in the classroom had higher efficacy beliefs compared to their 
counterparts who did not have the field experience (Haverback & Parault, 2008). 
One way to provide preservice teachers with mastery experiences upon which to base 
their realistic sense of efficacy is through field experiences, such as tutoring, observations, or 
student teaching. Although tutoring, which is typically a mastery experience, is an experience 
that may foster efficacy in preservice teachers and has been found to affect pedagogical 
knowledge (Fang & Ashely, 2004; Haverback & Parault, 2008; Linek et al., 1999; 
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Nierstheimer et al., 2000; Worthy & Patterson, 2001), scant research has investigated the link 
between preservice teacher efficacy and preservice teachers as reading tutors (Haverback & 
Parault, 2008). Therefore, future research should investigate how the use of tutoring can 
change preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs and knowledge in the domain of reading. 
Field experiences provided in field-based blocks of courses are essential components 
for rethinking curricular reform in effective teacher education programs (Fang & Ashely, 
2004; Haverback & Parault, 2008; Linek et al., 1999; Worthy & Patterson, 2001). Field 
experiences expose preservice teachers to a variety of teaching situations and to cooperation 
and communication between the university and the public schools, which are essential 
components in effective teacher education programs to figure out some political dissonance 
between classroom demands and teacher philosophy (Linek et al., 1999). An integrated field-
based experience provides ―the greatest opportunity for long-term professional growth and 
change in preservice teachers’ beliefs about literacy teaching and learning‖ (Linek et al., 
1999, p. 383). Teaching is ―a profession that is best learned through carefully structured, 
intensively supervised field experiences within an integrated teacher education program‖ 
(Worthy & Patterson, 2001, p. 336). Future research needs to explore what it is about a field 
experience that enhances efficacy and how teacher educators can create real-world 
experiences that promote realistic efficacy beliefs because the variety of field experiences 
may have varying effects on preservice teachers’ efficacy (Haverback & Parault, 2008). 
 
Sources of Student Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Bandura (1997) concludes ―Efficacy beliefs are best instilled by presenting the 
pursuit as relying on acquirable skills, raising performers’ beliefs in their ability to acquire 
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skills, modeling the requisite skills, structuring activities in masterable steps that ensure a 
high level of initial success, and providing explicit feedback of continued progress‖ (p. 105). 
Teachers’ efficacy beliefs are best enhanced through the effective combination of efficacy 
information from different sources because each source of efficacy information alone may 
contribute in some way to the enhancement of teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Labone, 2004, p. 
348). Thus, research investigating teachers’ efficacy beliefs should consider the various 
sources of efficacy information influencing the selection of and attention to this information. 
After exploring the variables that influence student teachers’ perceptions of their 
teaching efficacy, Poulou (2007) highlighted the importance of student teachers’ personality 
characteristics, capabilities, and motivation as potential sources of teaching efficacy. The 
author found that student teachers’ motivation (for example, love for pupils, which enhances 
efforts towards effective teaching and personal effort and study about topics of teaching 
effectiveness) to improve their teaching efficacy received the highest ratings as a source of 
teaching efficacy in the study of 198 fourth-year students in Greece. In addition, student 
teachers’ personality characteristics (for example, direct communication with pupils, positive 
stance/humor) and enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion also received high mean 
scores as likely sources of teaching efficacy. When the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) was used by Poulou (2007) to 
measure student teachers’ efficacy beliefs, student teachers’ personality characteristics and 
capabilities were significant predictors of all three areas of efficacy for instructional 
strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. Poulou (2007) mentioned that 
―the more student teachers perceived themselves as possessing specific personality 
characteristics and teaching capabilities, the more they felt efficacious in implementing 
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instructional and discipline strategies and involving pupils in the learning process‖ (p. 212). 
However, sources related to vicarious experiences or physiological/affective states, which 
were two of four sources proposed by Bandura (1997), received the lowest ratings as 
potential sources of student teachers’ efficacy. 
Also, children’s behavior and engagement had positive effects on the efficacy beliefs 
of preservice teachers (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Poulou, 2007; Yeung & Watkins, 
2000). Both Poulou (2007) and Yeung and Watkins (2000) found that pupils’ enthusiasm and 
engagement during students’ teaching sessions strongly influenced perceptions of teaching 
efficacy. Yeung and Watkins (2000) showed that beliefs about teaching capability of Hong 
Kong student teachers were mainly acquired through their teaching practice and observations 
of pupils’ learning. Experience of teaching practice was the major source for the 
development of a sense of teaching efficacy. Sources related to school pupils, including 
reactions of pupils towards the teacher and teaching, communication and relationships with 
pupils, the effect of pupils’ emotions on teaching, the pupils’ respect shown to the teacher, 
the pupils’ fulfillment of the teacher’s expectations, and being taught by the student teachers 
during the practice appeared to play decisive roles in the development of teaching efficacy. 
However, education studies and methodology courses offered in the teacher training colleges 
appeared to have less effect on the students’ sense of efficacy because they were perceived as 
too theoretical and less applicable to local classrooms. 
Although the frequency of course attendance and the type and number of courses 
offered during teaching training programs were important sources of teaching efficacy 
(Poulou, 2007), Yeung and Watkins (2000) suggested that the course work undertaken in 
teacher colleges should cover the purpose of not only broadening the knowledge base of 
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student teachers, but also of promoting applicability of what is learned from the college 
curricula to the local classroom. 
As enactive mastery experiences are the most influential sources when compared with 
other sources of information about self-efficacy based on Bandura’s contention, previous 
research confirms that mastery experience of science and mathematics teaching is an 
important source of self-efficacy for the beginning teachers (Charalambous, Philippou, & 
Kyriakides, 2008; Mulholland & Wallace, 2001). By the longitudinal case study of one 
elementary science teacher during her transition from preservice to inservice teaching, 
Mulholland and Wallace found that mastery experience was a powerful influence on her 
teaching confidence and perception of competence. For example, mastery experiences were 
achieved when preservice teachers were better able to use manageable manipulative and 
work with smaller groups of children who were interacting with other children. Early 
development of high self-efficacy beliefs by achieving mastery experiences is important to 
continue teaching science in the inservice situation. The authors found that the enthusiasm of 
children and social persuasion provided by children were the constant sources of positive 
information in both preservice and inservice situations, providing pressure to continue 
teaching science despite the setback. The authors emphasize the need to consider all sources 
of information in developing science teachers’ self-efficacy because they recognize the lack 
of appropriate vicarious experience in the elementary school to be a major drawback to the 
development of science teaching self-efficacy. Charalambous, Philippou, and Kyriakides 
(2008) also found that it was important to observe, imitate, and analyze mathematics lessons 
taught by inservice teachers who were given vicarious experiences to student teachers in 
mathematics teaching. Thus, if self-efficacy is to be enhanced during preservice teacher 
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education, university-based education can provide preservice teachers with positive sources 
of vicarious experience offered by teacher educators’ teaching modeling as well as discussion 
about teaching strategies (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001). 
Studies of teacher efficacy have shown that one possible way to promote a more 
realistic sense of efficacy in preservice teachers is to provide them with mastery experience 
in the forms of tutoring, observations, field placement, or student teaching upon which to 
base their efficacy beliefs (Charalambous, Philippou, & Kyriakides, 2008; Fives et al., 2007; 
Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Redmon, 2007). Regarding field 
experiences, Redmon (2007) found that preservice teachers’ self-efficacy appears to grow as 
they progress through the teacher preparation program, possibly due to successes related to 
increasing opportunities to teach real students. Thus, the author states that meaningful field 
experiences are essential and that field experience is becoming an increasingly important 
component of teacher education programs. Teacher candidates need early teaching successes 
in real classrooms with real students to build strong feelings of teacher efficacy. The earlier 
the teaching successes with students in their field placements during preservice degrees, the 
more resilient is their sense of efficacy that will be built following their induction into 
inservice teaching (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Redmon, 2007). 
According to some research findings, student teaching is the one possible way that 
mastery experience can provide real-world experiences that increase student teachers’ 
efficacy (Fives et al., 2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). Fives et al. (2007) believe that student 
teaching is the preservice teachers’ earliest mastery experience of teaching. They found that 
49 student teachers’ levels of efficacy, regardless of grade level taught, increased over time 
during the student-teaching practicum because their teaching abilities actually improved, 
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having opportunities to engage in safe mastery experiences. Student teaching was a 
supportive environment for student teachers to improve their classroom instruction under 
high-guidance interaction with their cooperating teachers. Also, student teachers’ degree of 
burnout decreases as their levels of efficacy increase. Teacher educators should provide 
student teachers’ mastery experiences that enhance their feelings of efficacy, which might 
provide a means of ameliorating teachers’ feelings of burnout. Knoblauch and Hoy (2008) 
found that the student teaching experience as a mastery experience, regardless of a teaching 
context in which the student teacher was placed, was a critical source of efficacy information. 
The student teachers placed in urban, suburban, and rural settings exhibited a significant 
increase in efficacy beliefs after the student teaching experience. 
When fewer mastery experiences are available, other sources like verbal persuasion 
and context variables will likely have the greatest early impact on novice teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs (Charalambous, Philippou, & Kyriakides, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2007). Verbal persuasion in the form of interpersonal support provided by colleagues and 
community support make a significant contribution to explaining novice teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). Even though mastery experiences are still 
thought to be the most potent and powerful source of efficacy information, the teaching 
resources and interpersonal support available are much more salient in the self-efficacy 
beliefs of novice teachers. It may be that teachers who have a lower level of self-efficacy 
beliefs in their early teaching careers tend to rely on a great deal of colleagues’ support. 
However, verbal persuasion comes to play a less significant role in sustaining career teachers’ 
self-efficacy beliefs as they accumulate their mastery experiences, measured as satisfaction 
with past professional performance. Charalambous, Philippou, and Kyriakides (2008) also 
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found that the feedback from cooperating teachers and university mathematics tutors, as a 
means of ascertaining performance, as well as a peer’s positive judgments in the form of 
social persuasion, comprised additional sources of information that affected student teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs. Additionally, the availability of resources (materials) provided by each 
teacher’s school was a significant contextual variable in teachers’ sense of efficacy only for 
novice teachers who had three or fewer years of teaching experience compared with career 
teachers who had four or more years of teaching experience (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2007). 
After analyzing four interviews, twelve written reflections, and seven transcribed 
group discussions, Rushton (2000) found that the five interns who spent eight months 
working in classrooms in inner-city schools moved past the cultural shock of their initial 
experiences and were able to teach more effectively. As the interns adjusted to the cultural 
differences, came to accept the contrast between reality and their preconceptions, and grew 
better able to cope well with them, they grew in efficacy. Each intern developed efficacy in 
different areas such as self-worth about becoming teachers, growth in relation to a sense of 
gaining authority and respect with pupils, and personal efficacy in relation to cooperating 
teachers. For example, one of the interns grew more patient in dealing with disruptive 
behavior after seeing her cooperating teachers’ disciplinary strategies. In addition, the interns 
adopted their mentoring teacher’s authoritarian approach to teaching, but they did not 
become rigid, impersonal, arbitrary, and bureaucratic during their student teaching 
experiences (Rushton, 2000, 2003). However, the student teachers in one way or another 
experienced ―cognitive dissonance,‖ which is an unpleasant state generated by disequilibrium 
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between expectations and observations because of interactions with their cooperating teacher, 
others with teaching, and many with their pupils. 
Furthermore, in four areas identified by Bandura as sources of information used to 
determine self-efficacy, all appeared in the PDSs (Professional Development Sites) 
partnership schools, which provide opportunities for students to make connections between 
course work and student teaching experiences (Wingfield & Nath, 2000). Preservice teachers 
who were placed in the PDS experienced all four sources of information suggested by 
Bandura (1997) to enhance their self-efficacy. For example, preservice teachers in the PDS 
model had many opportunities for authentic performances, as university instructors modeled 
instruction with borrowed PDS classrooms, in contrast to a traditional teacher education 
program. Also, vicarious experiences for preservice teachers were provided by seeing 
university instructors and classroom teachers interact with young students in a directed 
observation with required reflection. Preservice teachers watched each other often as they 
taught social studies individually and as a small group with peer coaching throughout, an 
observational instrument scoring, and video-taping for a peer. For verbal persuasion, 
university subject area instructors and mentoring teachers provided written and oral verbal 
feedback in evaluating lesson designs and performance conducted by preservice teachers in a 
PDS classroom. 
 
Perceived Support from Cooperating Teachers 
Successful examination of any psychological construct cannot be achieved without 
consideration of contextual variables that influence how individuals function and think about 
their environment (Fives et al., 2007, p. 919). The cooperating teacher is one of the 
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contextual variables that may play a prominent role in developing the efficacy beliefs of 
student teachers. Thus, assessed elements of the teaching task and perceived support from 
cooperating teachers in making novice teachers’ efficacy judgments could be critical to the 
development of teacher efficacy in the first years of teaching. For example, Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy (2007) explore the extent to which teachers’ assessments of key resources 
and supports in their teaching contexts contribute to their efficacy judgments. 
With respect to the interaction between cooperating teachers and student teachers, 
student teachers who experienced higher levels of guidance from their cooperating teacher 
early in their teaching practicum had significantly higher levels of efficacy for instructional 
practices at the end of the practicum compared to students who reported less guidance (Fives 
et al., 2007). Cooperating teachers who use guidance techniques in which they offer directive 
feedback may serve to ensure student teachers’ successful teaching and positive mastery 
experiences by providing student teachers opportunities to teach on their own techniques and 
practices. However, the degree to which student teachers imitate the instructional behaviors 
of their cooperating teachers have a limited effect on student teachers’ feelings of efficacy. 
As Fives et al. (2007) found that higher levels of guidance and feedback from their 
cooperating played an important role in the levels of student teachers’ efficacy, Knoblauch 
and Hoy (2008) also showed that an efficacious cooperating teacher was positively correlated 
with the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. The student teachers who perceived their 
cooperating teachers as efficacious were more efficacious themselves. Vicarious experiences 
and verbal persuasion (encouragement, support, feedback) provided from cooperating 
teachers can be essential sources of novice student teachers’ feelings of efficacy (Fives et al., 
2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). Vicarious experiences, which are those occasions when 
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individual can observe or learn from the experiences of another person, were one of four 
potential sources of self efficacy beliefs identified by Bandura (1997). The cooperating 
teacher serves as a model and the student teachers’ efficacy development is aided by this 
observational learning in the student teaching practicum. The student teachers who received 
verbal persuasion from their efficacious cooperating teachers developed high levels of self-
efficacy. Thus, the student teaching experience is a prolonged mastery experience, with 
opportunities for both vicarious experiences and verbal persuasion, which enhance the 
preservice teachers’ teaching efficacy beliefs (Fives et al., 2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). 
By modeling teaching and providing feedback to student teachers, cooperating 
teachers as mentors could inform student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Charalambous, Philippou, 
and Kyriakides (2008) found that the opportunity to observe, imitate, and analyze 
mathematics lessons taught by inservice teachers provided vicarious experiences to student 
teachers in mathematics teaching. Observing the mentors’ teaching was a worthwhile 
experience, while student teachers were trying to employ their teaching style and approaches 
that might be consonant or discordant with current reform ideas in teaching mathematics. The 
mentors’ feedback including verbal interaction, and even the latent messages that the mentors’ 
behavior conveyed to student teachers for their knowledge and expertise, also informed 
student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. 
The importance of the cooperating teacher’s professional role and their specific 
training in mentoring might be considering in the teacher education process (Charalambous, 
Philippou, & Kyriakides, 2008; Fives et al., 2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). Student 
teachers who reported high levels of guidance and supportive feedback from their 
cooperating teachers also expressed higher levels of efficacy. Thus, the results of these 
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research studies suggest that cooperating teachers should receive explicit preparation on how 
to provide guidance to student teachers with whom they work. Cooperating teachers who 
share their professionalism, pedagogical ideas, and competence should be trained for their 
role to provide more supportive feedback and effective communication with student teachers. 
Student teachers’ efficacy beliefs are positively linked to their perceived support from 
cooperating teachers and their university supervisors. To assess the interaction that occurs 
between cooperating and student teachers related to classroom instruction, Hamman and 
Olivarez (2005) developed a measure, named the Learning to Teach Questionnaire (LTQ). 
This is a 10-item, 6-point Likert-type measure with two factors reflecting the guidance and 
imitation constructs with five items each. Student teachers were asked to respond to items 
using a 6-point verbal frequency scale, where 1 indicated that the interaction they 
experienced with their cooperating teacher ―never‖ occurred, and 6 indicated that the 
interaction behavior ―always‖ occurred. An example of the items used to describe imitation 
interactions is, ―I watch what my cooperating teacher does during instruction and then try it 
myself.‖ An example of the items used to describe guidance interactions is, ―My cooperating 
teacher offers me guidance to improve my teaching.‖ This scale will be used in my study to 
measure interaction between cooperating teachers and student teachers that might influence 
student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. 
 
Changes in Student Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
It has been argued that once the teaching efficacy beliefs of teachers are established, 
they generally may be difficult to change because beliefs about both the task of teaching and 
personal teaching competence are likely to remain unchanged unless compelling evidence 
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intrudes and causes them to be reevaluated (Bandura, 1997). However, these beliefs are being 
more open to changes during the early phases of learning to teach, and that is the reason why 
preservice teachers are a worthwhile focus in studying teaching efficacy beliefs. Bandura 
(1977) postulated that efficacy would be most malleable early in learning, which has led a 
number of researchers to focus on preservice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. 
An issue that has received comparatively less attention is related to the development 
of or changes in teachers’ sense of efficacy as the most important determinant of self-efficacy 
(Hebert et al., 1998). Regarding changing levels of preservice teachers’ self efficacy, there is 
evidence that levels of teacher efficacy are highest during preservice years but decrease with 
teaching experience (Hebert, Lee, & Williamson, 1998; Witcher et al., 2002). According to 
these researches, teacher education students have a significantly lower perception of the 
impact of elements outside the classroom on students’ behavior and performance compared 
with all groups of experienced teachers, but, with teaching experience, come to rate these 
external variables at higher levels. These researchers think that sense of teacher efficacy 
peaks during preservice years because teacher candidates who have little or no direct 
teaching experiences are more likely than inservice teachers to have inaccurate perceptions of 
the challenges that face teachers. Preservice teachers are more likely to overestimate what 
teachers can accomplish in the classroom because they have little understanding of the 
impact of outside influences and disruptive forces, including a student’s learning problem in 
a student’s background, on students’ behavior and performance in the classroom. However, 
inservice teachers with more teaching experience rate these outside variables as having 
greater influence (Hebert, Lee, & Williamson, 1998; Witcher et al., 2002). 
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Student teachers’ efficacy beliefs between the early portion of the student teaching 
practicum and the later portion of the practicum were examined in the 12-week practicum 
(Fives et al., 2007). The results of this study indicate that student teachers felt more confident 
in their abilities relative to instructional practices, classroom management, and student 
engagement regardless of placement type or school level from Time 1 (between the 4
th
 and 
6
th
 weeks of the practicum) to Time 2 (between the 9
th
 and 11
th
 weeks of the practicum). 
Student teachers’ efficacy beliefs significantly increased over time in a relatively safe and 
supportive environment for student teachers with mastery and vicarious experiences. 
Poulou, Spinthourakis, and Papoulia-Tzelepi (2002) found that the efficacy values are 
higher for the first two of the six consecutive student teaching weeks they experienced for all 
of the subjects, while in the third and the fourth session the efficacy values are their lowest, 
and then they again increase for the fifth and sixth session without reaching the heights of the 
first and second, although these differences were not found to be statistically significant. 
However, preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs do not develop in uniform ways in 
mathematics instruction and classroom management during a fieldwork course 
(Charalambous, Philippou, & Kyriakides, 2008). The participants were clustered into four 
different groups, according to the level of their efficacy beliefs in teaching mathematics. 
Preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs of the group (group A), in which they had moderate 
mean scores in teaching mathematics and managing a mathematics classroom at the 
beginning of fieldwork, were steadily strengthened, but not intensified during the course. 
Efficacy beliefs of preservice teachers who entered fieldwork with relatively low efficacy 
beliefs (group B) were intensively improved in instructional skills and classroom 
management in mathematics throughout the course. Preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs of 
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the group (group C), in which they received the highest mean scores on both variables at the 
beginning of course, were further enhanced during fieldwork, but not as much as their group 
B counterparts. However, two of the preservice teachers (group D) who scored at the lowest 
level of teachers’ efficacy beliefs on both variables remained low throughout the course, 
particularly with respect to classroom management. Thus, preservice teachers’ efficacy 
beliefs in mathematics are changeable at the beginning, at the middle, and at the end of the 
course. There were four different patterns in the development of preservice teachers’ efficacy 
beliefs. This finding underscores the importance of identifying early and in advance the 
student teachers who need more support and feedback from university supervisors and 
cooperating teachers. It might be worthwhile in teacher education programs to gauge student 
teachers’ initial efficacy beliefs and provide support the most, and monitor more closely 
students who enter their fieldwork with alarmingly low efficacy beliefs (p. 141). 
 
Summary of Literature Review 
In sum, previous research studies have shown that teachers’ sense of efficacy has 
been related to student outcomes such as achievement, motivation, and students’ own sense 
of efficacy, as well as to different teacher classroom behaviors that affect the teachers’ effort 
in teaching, and his or her persistence when things do not go smoothly and resilience in the 
face of difficulties with students (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Ashton & Webb, 
1986; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989; Ross, 1992). Teachers’ sense of efficacy has 
been linked to teachers’ classroom management activities (Henson, 2001). More efficacious 
preservice teachers were less interventionist toward classroom management. Efficacious 
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teachers perceive and experience less student failure, which likely corresponds to a decreased 
need to guard against their negative teaching outcomes. 
In addition, regarding the variables that influence student teachers’ efficacy beliefs, 
previous studies on teacher efficacy have shown that one possible way to promote a more 
realistic sense of efficacy in preservice teachers is to provide them with mastery experience 
upon which to base their efficacy beliefs in the forms of tutoring, observations, field 
placement, or student teaching (Fives et al., 2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Mulholland & 
Wallace, 2001; Redmon, 2007). Vicarious experience and verbal persuasion (encouragement, 
support, feedback) from cooperating teachers can be essential sources of novice student 
teachers’ feelings of efficacy (Fives et al., 2007; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). Also, student 
teachers’ motivation, personality characteristics, and capabilities, such as organization of 
teaching activities and ability to perceive pupils’ needs, turned out to be the significant 
predictors when efficacy for instructional strategies and classroom management was 
investigated as the student teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy (Poulou, 2007). 
Pupils’ enthusiasm and engagement and social persuasion provided by pupils during students’ 
teaching sessions were the constant sources of positive information of teaching efficacy 
(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Poulou, 2007; Yeung & Watkins, 2000). 
Thus, teacher educators need to consider all sources of information that influence 
student teachers’ efficacy beliefs if student teachers’ efficacy is to be enhanced during the 
teacher education program. Because efficacy beliefs are presumed to be relatively stable once 
set, more information is needed about the variables that contribute to student teachers’ 
efficacy judgments through their teacher education training and their early years in the 
profession (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). For high levels of student teachers’ efficacy, 
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the university teacher education program should provide positive information from mastery 
experience in the forms of tutoring, observations, field placement, or student teaching and 
vicarious experience and verbal persuasion (encouragement, support, feedback) provided by 
cooperating teachers. Teacher self-efficacy is a crucial variable in improving teacher 
education and promoting education reform because high teacher self-efficacy has 
consistently been found to relate to positive student and teacher behaviors. Figure 2 shows all 
possible sources that impact student teachers’ sense of efficacy based on previous research 
that has explored the sources that contribute to the initial development of student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy. 
 
Figure 2. Preliminary framework of expected sources of student teachers’ sense of efficacy 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this dissertation study is to examine the variables that impact student 
teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing lessons. 
More specifically, this study explores (1) student teachers’ perceptions of the sources of 
teaching efficacy, (2) the relationships of personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university training, 
and physiological/affective state, with student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement, (3) the relationship 
between student teachers’ perceived support from cooperating teachers and their efficacy 
beliefs in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student 
engagement, and (4) changes in student teachers’ beliefs in teaching efficacy in the areas of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement before and after the 
student teaching practicum. 
This chapter identifies the quantitative research procedures used in the pilot study, 
which was conducted during Summer 2009, and the main study, which was conducted in Fall 
2009 and Spring 2010. It describes the research design, participants, survey instruments, data 
collection procedures, and data analysis. 
 
Summer 2009 Pilot Study 
The purpose of the pilot study was (1) to examine several potential sources of 
preservice teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing 
lessons and (2) to assess the survey instruments’ correlations and reliabilities in measuring 
preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy and sources that impact their sense of efficacy for the 
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sample of preservice teachers in the United States before conducting my dissertation research. 
Extending Bandura’s four sources of efficacy beliefs – performance or mastery experiences, 
vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, and physiological and/or emotional states 
– I wondered what other sources impact preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy. 
Preservice teachers who were enrolled in literacy method courses during Summer 
2009 at a Midwestern research-extensive university in the United States were invited to 
participate in this study. Literacy method courses were paired with a literacy block practicum, 
which provides an opportunity for preservice teachers to gain practical classroom experience 
in local elementary school settings. During the summer semester, preservice teachers who 
attended literacy methods courses for five weeks, for four days a week, were assigned to a 
classroom five days a week for three weeks for their literacy block practicum. The survey 
questionnaire was distributed to preservice teachers at the beginning of the literacy method 
courses for pretest measures of teachers’ sense of efficacy and at the end of the literacy block 
practicum for posttest measures of teachers’ sense of efficacy. 
Forty-three preservice teachers completed the pretest survey and 14 completed the 
posttest survey; 9 preservice teachers responded to both the pretest and posttest measures. In 
the pretest data, the participants were primarily white females: 35 females (81%) and 8 males 
(19%); 41 white (96%), 1 African-American or Black (2%), and 1 Hispanic (2%). In the 
posttest data, 11 females and 2 males; 11 white (84.6%), 1 African-American or Black 
(7.7%), and 1 Hispanic (7.7%) participated. Thirty-six participants were seniors (83.7%) and 
7 were juniors (16.3%) in the pretest, whereas 12 respondents were seniors (92.3%) and 1 
was a junior in the posttest. 
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The survey of the pilot study consisted of three parts. The first part, the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), is a 24-item measure developed by Tschannen-Moran and 
Hoy (2001). This scale consists of three dimensions: instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement. The language of the questions in the original TSES 
scale was adapted, as it referred to preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy about literacy areas. 
As an example of the adaptation of such an item: ―To what extent can you use a variety of 
assessment strategies?‖ was changed to ―To what extent can you use a variety of assessment 
strategies in your reading and writing lessons?‖ The 9-point continuum in the original 
version of TSES were revised as a 5-point Likert range in this study, from 1 = not at all to 5 
= a great deal. 
The second part, the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory developed by Poulou 
(2007), comprised 30 items in the seven categories of personality, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university training, 
and physiological/affective state. This Inventory was developed based on interviews with 32 
Greek 4th-year student teachers. For each statement, respondents rated the sources of 
teaching efficacy on Likert-type items, with values ranging from strongly agree (5) to 
strongly disagree (1). Demographic variables, such as gender, ethnicity, grade point average, 
and completed teaching practicum hours, were included in the last section. 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values were computed using the pretest observations of 
the pilot study to assess the reliability of the survey instruments measuring preservice 
teachers’ sense of efficacy and sources that impact their sense of efficacy. The results of 
Cronbach’s reliability coefficients were α = .97 in the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES) and α = .75 in the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory developed by Poulou (2007). 
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Both Cronbach’s alpha values were in the satisfactory range between .70 and .90, as 
indicated by McMillan and Schumacher (2001). These results indicate a high level of internal 
consistency among the items of TSES and the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, and 
support the conceptualization of the instrument as measuring a single underlying concept or 
construct 
 
Main Study 
Research Design 
My dissertation research is guided by a pilot study that I conducted to examine 
potential sources of preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy in the summer of 2009. The results 
of the pilot study worked out well, indicating a high level of internal consistency among the 
items of TSES and the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, and led to this main study to 
conduct extended research study with the sample of student teachers. 
This is a quantitative study based on a two-group (Fall and Spring) comparison that 
examines the change in student teachers’ efficacy beliefs at the beginning of their student 
teaching practicum in Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 and at the end of the student teaching 
practicum in Fall 2009 and Spring 2010. The 16-week, full-semester course was offered as a 
student teaching course at the University Teacher Education Program at ISU. All participants 
who enroll in a student teaching practicum in Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 were invited to 
complete anonymous surveys that include the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), 
Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, Learning to Teach Questionnaire (LTQ), and 
demographic questionnaire. 
 
44 
 
4
4
 
Participants 
Student teachers majoring in elementary education and early childhood education 
who were enrolled in student teaching credits during Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 at Iowa State 
University were invited to participate in this study. Student teachers who were placed in 
central Iowa school settings rather than out-of-state and international locations participated in 
this study because of the easy access of these student teachers for survey distribution. To 
ensure that students are prepared for the student teaching experience, the University Teacher 
Education Program at ISU requires students to be fully admitted to that program a minimum 
of one year before the start of the student teaching semester. Participants in this study have 
earned a cumulative GPA of at least 2.5, which is among the qualifications to be eligible to 
enter student teaching. Student teaching sessions vary in length depending on the academic 
major and the grade level of certification. Student teachers majoring in elementary education 
and early childhood education teach for two eight-week sessions at different grade levels. 
Elementary education student teachers teach at kindergarten through third grade at their first 
placement and teach fourth through sixth grade at their second placement for each eight-
week session. For early childhood education majors, the first placement is preschool, and the 
second placement is kindergarten through third grade. 
 
Survey Instruments 
1. Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
The survey consisted of four parts. The first part, the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES), is a 24-item measure developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001). This scale 
also is called the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) because work on this measure 
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of efficacy was undertaken by participants in a seminar on self-efficacy in teaching and 
learning in the College of Education at The Ohio State University. This scale consists of 
three dimensions: instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. 
An example of an instructional strategies item is ―To what extent can you craft good 
questions for your students?‖ An example of a classroom management item is ―How much 
can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?‖ An example of a student 
engagement item is ―How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in 
schoolwork?‖ 
However, the language of the questions in the original TSES scale was adapted, as it 
referred to student teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs about literacy areas. As an example of the 
adaptation of such an item, ―To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies?‖ 
was changed to ―To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your 
reading and writing lessons?‖ A 9-point scale was used for each item, indicating the degree 
to which teachers felt they could accomplish the indicated task (1 = nothing, 3 = very little, 5 
= some influence, 7 = quite a bit, and 9 = a great deal). The 9-point continuum in the original 
version of TSES was revised as a 5-point Likert range in this study, from 1 = not at all to 5 = 
a great deal, with higher scores on this scale equated with greater efficacy beliefs. An 
example of the revised items is the following:
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The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) had two forms, a long form with 24 
items, with 8 items for each of three subscales, and a short from with 12 items, with 4 items 
for each of three subscales. The reliability for the 24-item scale was 0.94 and for the 12-item 
scale was 0.90. For the long form of TSES, reliabilities for the teacher efficacy subscales 
were 0.91 for instruction, 0.90 for management, and 0.87 for engagement. Intercorrelations 
between the subscales of instruction, management, and engagement were 0.60, 0.70, and 0.58, 
respectively (p < 0.01). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) suggested that both the 24- and 
12-item scales could be considered to measure the underlying construct of teacher efficacy, 
but the 24-item long form of TSES will be used in this study. To assess the correlation of this 
measure and other existing measures of teacher efficacy, the authors also examined the 
construct validity of OSTES (24-item long form). Total scores on the TSES scale were 
positively related to both the personal teaching efficacy factor (r = 0.64, p < 0.01) and the 
general teacher efficacy factor (r = 0.16, p < 0.01) of the Gibson and Dembo (1984)’s 
Teacher Efficacy Scale. 
2. Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory 
The second part, the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, developed by Poulou 
(2007), comprised 30 items in the seven categories of personality characteristics, capabilities, 
motivation, enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university 
training, and physiological/affective state. This Inventory was developed based on interviews 
with 32 Greek 4th-year student teachers. After analyzing the interview transcripts resulted in 
the formulation of statements listed in this sources inventory, for content validity this scale 
was administered to the student teachers interviewed to ensure if their opinions expressed in 
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the interviews were represented. The test-retest reliability method between Time 1 and Time 
2 (the second administration of which took place five weeks after Time 1) was used for 
reliability of this scale. Two aspects of reliability, which measure the stability of each item, 
were calculated, using a related group t-test and the consistency of differences between 
individual items. Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients also were calculated for 
this inventory. None of the t-test values were significant at p ≤ .05. Pearson correlation 
values were significant and ranged from .31 to .77 (p. 196). For each statement, respondents 
rated the sources of teaching efficacy on Likert-type items with values ranging from strongly 
agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). Examples of this scale are the following: 
For each of the following items, please indicate the extent to which you agree or 
disagree that these demonstrate effective personal teaching confidence. 
 
Personality characteristics    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Direct communication with pupils 
       
 
Positive stance/humor        
 
Personal style/idiosyncrasy        
 
Trust in self        
 
Originality/creativity        
 
Talent for teaching        
 
Capabilities/skills    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Organization and schedule of teaching 
activities        
 
Ability to perceive pupils’ needs        
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Capabilities/skills    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
 
Flexibility in teaching choices        
 
Ability to control classroom        
 
3. Learning to Teach Questionnaire (LTQ) 
The third part of the survey instruments, the Learning to teach questionnaire (LTQ), 
is a 10-item, 6-point Likert-type measure developed by Hamman and Olivarez (2005). This 
measure is used to assess the interaction that occurs between cooperating and student 
teachers related to classroom instruction. Ten items were specific to a correlated two-factor 
confirmatory model—the two factors reflecting the guidance and imitation constructs. Two 
factors, imitation and guidance, are measured by five items each. Student teachers will be 
asked to respond to items using a 6-point verbal frequency scale, where 1 indicates that the 
interaction they experienced with their cooperating teacher ―never‖ occurred, and 6 indicates 
that the interaction behavior ―always‖ occurred. An example of the items to describe 
imitation interactions, ―I watch what my cooperating teacher does during instruction and then 
try it myself.‖ An example of the items to describe guidance interactions, ―My cooperating 
teacher offers me guidance to improve my teaching‖ Hamman and Olivarez (2005) revealed 
that composite reliability coefficients of this scale yielded more than acceptable levels of 
internal consistency (Whole scale α = .93; Guidance α = .95; and Imitation α = .89). This 
scale exhibited convergent validity because all the individual t-test results were also found to 
be significant, indicating that all indicator variables are effectively measuring the same 
construct. The completely standardized between-factor item loadings range from .65 to .92 (p. 
25). An example of this scale is the following: 
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Q) How Frequently each statement is true of the interaction you experience with your 
cooperating teacher? (Please consider your most recent cooperating teacher) 
1. My cooperating teacher and I have worked together to improve my instruction this semester. 
o Never 
o Almost never 
o Sometimes 
o Often 
o Almost always 
o Always 
 
2. My cooperating teacher offers suggestions to improve my instruction.  
o Never 
o Almost never 
o Sometimes 
o Often 
o Almost always 
o Always 
 
 
4. Demographic Questionnaire 
Demographic variables, such as gender, ethnicity, grade point average, and completed 
teaching practicum hours, were included in the last section of the survey questionnaire. 
Participants provided relevant background information about themselves. The survey 
questionnaire is attached in Appendix C, including the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES), Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, Learning to Teach Questionnaire (LTQ), and 
demographic questionnaire. 
 
Reliability of the Survey Instruments 
Three major survey instruments used in this study consisted of the following: (1) the 
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES); (2) the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory; and 
(3) the Learning to teach questionnaire (LTQ). The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), 
a 24-item measure developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), is also called the Ohio 
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State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) because work on this measure of efficacy was 
undertaken by participants in a seminar on self-efficacy in teaching and learning in the 
College of Education at The Ohio State University. The Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory 
used in this study was developed based on 4th-year student teachers’ data from two 
pedagogical departments in Greece. 
Extending these previous measures to a substantially different context, the 
participants in this study were student teachers who were enrolled in student teaching credits 
during Fall 2009 and Spring 2010, majoring in elementary education and early childhood 
education at a midwestern state university in the United States. Thus, to verify the TSES 
instrument and Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory for the sample of student teachers in the 
U.S., Cronbach’s α value was used to determine the reliability of the items in the survey 
instruments which has each 5- and 6-point Likert-type items measuring student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy and sources that impact their sense of efficacy. 
The results of Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients of the Summer 2009 pilot 
study were α = .97 in the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and α = .75 in the 
Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory. Both Cronbach’s alpha values ranged between .70 
and .90, which is an acceptable range of values as indicated in McMillan and Schumacher 
(2001). The results of Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients of my dissertation also 
demonstrated an adequate level of reliability (see Table 1). These results indicate a high level 
of internal consistency among the items of TSES, the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, 
and LTQ, and support the conceptualization of the instrument as measuring a single 
underlying concept or construct. 
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Table 1. Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients of the survey instruments 
 
Fall 2009 
 
Spring 2010 
 
 
Pre Post Pre Post 
TSES (24 items) α = .957 α = .935 α = .950 α = .783 
Sources (30 items) α = .818 α = .832 α = .879 α = .839 
LTQ (10 items) α = .898 α = .883 α = .943 α = .935 
 
Data Collection Procedures 
All data for this study were collected from student teachers who enrolled in their 
student teaching practicum in either Fall 2009 or Spring 2010. The survey questionnaire was 
distributed twice each semester, at the beginning of the practicum and at the end of the 
practicum, to examine changes in student teachers’ beliefs in teaching efficacy. For pretest 
data collection for both Fall 2009 and Spring 2010, the survey questionnaire was distributed 
to central Iowa student teachers at the Elementary and ECE Student Teaching Seminar, 
which was held the first day of Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 prior to the beginning of their 
teaching experience. At this meeting, student teachers were informed of the purpose of this 
study and procedures as well as timelines for participation in this study (see Appendix B). 
This seminar is a mandatory meeting for student teachers majoring in elementary education 
and early childhood education. Thus, almost all central Iowa student teachers were expected 
to attend this seminar for acquiring information about their responsibilities and requirements 
of student teaching program at ISU. 
For posttest data collection of Fall 2009 and Spring 2010, I attended the scheduled 
university supervisor meeting prior to the first day of student teaching in Spring 2010. At this 
meeting, university supervisors were informed of the purpose of this study and procedures as 
well as timelines of this study. The university supervisors regularly meet and discuss the 
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student teaching experience with student teachers once a week. Thus, I gave the package of 
surveys to the university supervisors in advance and then the university supervisors 
distributed each survey to their assigned student teacher one week before their final 
evaluation conference. Student teachers could either turn their completed surveys back to 
their university supervisors or return them to the office of teacher education program at ISU. 
I sent a reminder email to university supervisors to confirm the dates they should 
submit the survey questionnaire to their assigned student teachers. I was able to gather the 
surveys from the university supervisors who attended their final university meeting during 
the final week of the Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 semesters. For all data collections, a brief 
instructional sheet and an envelope accompanied each survey, and the student teachers were 
directed to complete the surveys and place them in the envelope, which they could then seal. 
Their confidentiality was thus ensured. 
Also, to improve the return rate for the posttest, I sent the survey questionnaire to 
student teachers of both Fall 2009 and Spring 2010, using Qualtrics, which was the online 
survey method provided by ISU, and this participation was voluntary. 
 
Data Analysis 
Multiple regression analysis models were estimated, with the variables that correlated 
significantly with each dependent variable treated as independent variables. Thus, multiple 
regression analysis was used to explore the differential impact of various sources of student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy. This analysis was used to assess the relationship of instructional 
strategy, classroom management, student engagement, with various sources of student 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated to determine 
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whether any statistically significant relationships exist between the seven sources of 
personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery with social/verbal 
persuasion, vicarious experiences, university training, and physiological/affective state and 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement. Also, Pearson product-moment correlations was 
calculated to determine whether any statistically significant relationships exist between 
student teachers’ perceived support from cooperating teachers and their efficacy beliefs in the 
areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. A paired t-
test was conducted to determine whether there is a significant change in the student teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs at the beginning of their student teaching practicum and at the end of the 
student teaching practicum. 
This chapter identified the quantitative research procedures based on the Summer 
2009 pilot study and a two-group (Fall 2009 and Spring 2010) comparison used in my 
dissertation research. A description of the research design, participants, and sampling 
procedures, and survey instruments was provided. The following chapter presents the results 
of the Summer 2009 pilot study and the main study, which was the focus of my dissertation 
research. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results regarding student teachers’ perceptions of the 
sources of teaching efficacy and the relationship between the seven sources of student 
teachers’ self-efficacy suggested by Poulou (2007) and teachers’ perception of efficacy in the 
areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. The result 
also shows the relationship between student teachers’ perceived support from the cooperating 
teacher and their perception of self-efficacy. 
 
Results of Summer 2009 Pilot Study 
The purpose of the pilot study was to examine sources that impact preservice teachers’ 
perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing lessons. Extending 
Bandura’s four sources of efficacy beliefs – performance or mastery, vicarious experiences, 
verbal or social persuasion, and physiological and/or emotional states – the issue was what 
other sources impact preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs. 
Comparing scores of pre- and post-literacy methods courses are difficult because 43 
preservice teachers responded to the pretest while only 14 preservice teachers responded to 
the posttest. Descriptively, preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy in the three subscales of 
instructional strategies (from M = 3.59 to M = 4.09), classroom management (from M = 3.65 
to M = 4.12), and student engagement (from M = 3.57 to M = 3.84) increased by the end of 
the literacy method courses. Mean scores for the 9 preservice teachers who answered both 
pretest and posttest items were significantly higher on the posttest than on the pretest for each 
of the three subscales. Paired t-tests showed that there were significant differences on the 
three subscales (Table 2). 
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Table 2. Paired t-test results of nine preservice teachers on TSES of Summer 2009 
 
    Mean N Mean Standard Standard t p-value 
Difference Deviation Error Mean 
Instructional strategies Posttest 3.96 9 0.9 0.36 0.12 7.46 0.000 
  Pretest 3.06 9           
Classroom management Posttest 4.06 9 0.71 0.71 0.24 3.01 0.017 
  Pretest 3.35 9           
Student engagement Posttest 3.76 9 0.61 0.5 0.17 3.68 0.006 
  Pretest 3.15 9           
 
 
Additionally, multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the sources of 
teaching efficacy that could influence preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy on both pretest 
and posttest. None of the sources of teaching efficacy were significant predictors of 
preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy in the pretest data, largely due to the limited number of 
observations and consequently larger standard deviations, as well as possible 
multicollinearity. However, personality characteristics (β = -2.75, p < .05), capabilities (β = -
1.08, p < .05), motivation (β = 4.08, p < .05), enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal 
persuasion (β = -1.58, p < .05), and physiological/affective state (β = -3.27, p < .05) were 
significant predictors when efficacy for classroom management was the dependent variable 
in the posttest data (see Table 3). When efficacy for instructional strategies was the 
dependent variable, capabilities turned out to be a significant predictor (β = -1.50, p < .05). 
The negative values for Beta may be a function of collinearity, which would be expected 
with the small sample size in the posttest (N = 14). 
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Table 3. Beta (standardized) regression coefficients for sources of teaching efficacy of Summer 2009  
   
Outcome measures 
  
 
Instructional strategies Classroom management Student engagement 
Sources Beta Sig. Beta Sig. Beta Sig. 
Personality 
characteristics 
-0.76 0.37 -2.75 0.01* -0.21 0.89 
Capabilities/skills -1.50 0.03* -1.08 0.05* -0.38 0.70 
Motivation 1.73 0.19 4.08 0.01* 0.44 0.85 
Enactive mastery with 
social/verbal persuasion -0.28 0.67 -1.58 0.04* -0.98 0.45 
Vicarious experience -0.21 0.71 1.08 0.07 1.01 0.37 
Physiological/affective 
state -1.66 0.09 -3.27 0.01* -1.40 0.39 
University training 0.87 0.08 0.37 0.31 0.90 0.29 
*p < .05 
Accordingly, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated to determine 
whether any statistically significant relationships exist between sources of teaching efficacy 
and perceived efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and student 
engagement (Table 4). The three self-efficacy subscales were highly intercorrelated with 
each other in the pre-test data. This implies that the three efficacy dimensions together 
measure a single underlying latent construct of teachers’ sense of efficacy. 
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Table 4. Correlation analysis of teachers’ efficacy and sources in pretest and posttest of Summer 2009 
Pretest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 1.00 
         2 0.71** 1.00 
        3 0.83** 0.77** 1.00 
       4 0.23 0.18 0.26 1.00 
      5 0.19 0.22 0.20 0.76** 1.00 
     6 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.35* 0.02 1.00 
    7 0.40** 0.27 0.38* 0.48** 0.35* 0.14 1.00 
   8 0.18 0.10 0.02 -0.05 -0.14 -0.19 0.16 1.00 
  9 -0.07 -0.16 -0.05 -0.16 0.01 0.10 -0.39 -0.13 1.00 
 10 0.36* 0.15 0.32* 0.31* 0.13 0.22 0.49** 0.05 -0.04 1.00 
Posttest 
          1 1.00 
         2 0.54* 1.00 
        3 0.41 0.22 1.00 
       4 -0.18 0.01 -0.37 1.00 
      5 -0.19 0.26 -0.16 0.72** 1.00 
     6 -0.23 -0.08 -0.36 0.84** 0.70** 1.00 
    7 0.29 -0.06 0.33 0.00 0.11 0.18 1.00 
   8 -0.15 -0.34 0.17 -0.29 -0.34 -0.02 0.67* 1.00 
  9 -0.17 -0.47 -0.01 -0.32 -0.35 0.14 0.02 0.47 1.00 
 10 0.22 -0.18 0.05 0.12 0.21 0.41 0.69* 0.42 0.19 1.00 
Note: 1 = Efficacy for Instructional strategies, 2 = Efficacy for Classroom management, 3 = Efficacy Student 
engagement, 4 = Personality, 5 = Capabilities, 6 = Motivation, 7 = Enactive mastery with social/verbal 
persuasion, 8 = Vicarious experiences, 9 = Physiological/affective state, 10 = University training   
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05 
         
Efficacy for instructional strategies was related to efficacy for classroom management 
in the posttest. In the pretest, enactive mastery experiences with social and verbal persuasion 
were significantly (p < .05) related to both efficacy for instructional strategies (r = .40) and 
efficacy for student engagement (r = .38). Sources of university training were significantly 
related to both efficacy for instructional strategies (r = .36) and efficacy for student 
engagement (r = .32). None of the sources was significantly related to efficacy for classroom 
management. There was no relation in the posttest between any of the sources of teaching 
efficacy and preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy, largely due to the limited number of 
observations (see Appendix D for full version of Summer 2009 Pilot Study). 
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Results of the Main Study 
Utilizing a quantitative study based on a two-group (Fall 2009 and Spring 2010) 
comparison, this study mainly examines sources that impact student teachers’ sense of 
efficacy and the change in their sense of efficacy before and after their student teaching 
practicum. The responses of the survey participants were used to compute statistical analyses 
and the results address the following research questions guiding this study: 
1. To what extent do the sources in the seven categories of personality characteristics, 
capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious 
experiences, university training, and physiological/affective state impact student 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement? This question will be answered separately for 
both the pretest and posttest results. 
2. To what extent does perceived support from the cooperating teacher impact student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement? This question will be answered separately for 
both the pretest and posttest results. 
3. What of the eight sources (personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university 
training, and physiological/affective state, and perceived support from the 
cooperating teacher) has the most important impact on student teachers’ sense of 
efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student 
engagement? This question will be answered separately for both the pretest and 
posttest results. 
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4. Do student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement change over the course of the 
student teaching practicum, and how are these changes related to changes in the eight 
sources? 
 
4.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Participants 
This section provides descriptive statistics, reporting number and valid percentages of 
the survey participants. Data from a total of 127 student teacher participants in pretest and 66 
in posttest who voluntarily completed the survey questionnaire constitute the sample used in 
this study after combining the observations of Fall 2009 and Spring 2010. According to the 
demographic information provided (Table 5), the majority of respondents were 
Caucasian/White student teachers (94.4%), while 7 student teachers were African-American 
or Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, or Hispanic in the pretest. Sixty-four student teachers 
were Caucasian/White student teachers (97%), 1 African-American or Black, and 1 Asian or 
Pacific Islander in the posttest. All respondents were at the senior grade level (100%) in the 
pretest, whereas 63 student teachers (95.5%) were seniors and 3 participants (4.5%) were 
graduate students in the posttest. 
The age range of the majority of respondents in the pretest was from 18 to 22 years 
(N = 99, 78.6%), and 26 (20.6%) student teachers ranged in age from 23 to 30 years, whereas 
most respondents ranged in age from 18 to 22 years (N = 45, 68.2%) on the posttest. Student 
teachers were asked to indicate their cumulative grade point average and the largest numbers 
of student teachers had their grade point average over 3.00 (86.5%) on the pretest and 92.5% 
of participants had over a 3.00 grade point average in the posttest. 
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Descriptive information regarding gender indicated that 6.3% were males (N = 8) and 
93.7% were females (N = 118) in the pretest, while 4.5% were males (N = 3) and 95.5% were 
females (N = 63) in the posttest. Independent samples t-test results indicated that females 
showed a higher pretest mean score (mean = 3.93) in overall student teachers’ efficacy scale 
than did males (mean = 3.70), while males showed a higher posttest mean score (mean = 4.49) 
than did females (mean = 4.35), but these differences were not significant because the p-
values in both pretest and posttest were not smaller than 0.05 and only 8 males in the pretest 
and 3 male student teachers in the posttest participated in this study. 
Student teachers (N = 50) who got through more than 60 hours in their practical 
teaching experiences before their student teaching practicum showed a higher mean score (M 
= 4.41, SD = 0.40) in total mean score of student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the posttest 
than did their peers (N = 14) who had less than 60 practicum hours (M = 4.16, SD = 0.51). 
However, independent samples t-test results indicated that there were no significant 
differences in total mean score of student teachers’ sense of efficacy between student 
teachers who had more practical teaching experiences and counterparts who had fewer 
practicum hours before their student teaching, because p-values were not less than 0.05 in the 
posttest. 
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Table 5. Demographic variables of combined Fall 2009 and Spring 2010 student teachers data 
    Pre   Post   
  
N Mean N Mean 
Instructional Strategies 127 3.85 66 4.42 
Classroom Management 127 3.85 66 4.40 
Student Engagement 127 3.74 65 4.24 
Overall Efficacy 127 3.82 65 4.35 
  
N % N % 
Ethnicity African-American or Black 2 1.6 1 1.5 
 
Asian or Pacific Islander 2 1.6 1 1.5 
 
Caucasian/White 119 94.4 64 97.0 
  Hispanic 3 2.4     
Gender 
 
Male 8 6.3 3 4.5 
  Female 118 93.7 63 95.5 
Age 
 
18-22 99 78.6 45 68.2 
 
23-30 26 20.6 20 30.3 
  Over 30 1 0.8 1 1.5 
Grade level 
 
Senior 126 100 63 95.5 
  Graduate 0 0 3 4.5 
GPA 
 
2.50 and 2.74 3 2.4 1 1.5 
 
2.75 and 2.99 14 11.1 4 6.1 
 
3.00 and 3.24 20 15.9 13 19.7 
 
3.25 and 3.49 29 23.0 13 19.7 
 
3.50 and 3.74 32 25.4 17 25.8 
  3.75 and 4.00 28 22.2 18 27.3 
Pre-student teaching 
experience  1-20 hours 2 1.6 2 3.1 
 
21-40 hours 7 5.7 2 3.1 
 
41-60 hours 15 12.2 10 15.6 
 
61-80 hours 34 27.6 17 26.6 
  81 hours and above 65 52.8 33 51.6 
Program 
 
ECE 28 22.2 6 9.1 
  Elementary education 98 77.8 60 90.9 
Completed college 
credits 
 
101-111 1 0.8 0 0 
 
112-122 8 6.6 4 6.3 
 
123-133 47 38.5 20 31.3 
 
134 or more 66 54.1 40 62.5 
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The majority of respondents were student teachers majoring in elementary education 
(N = 98, 77.8%), although 28 student teachers majored in early childhood education (22.2%) 
in the pretest, while 60 (90.9%) were elementary education majors and 6 (9.1%) were early 
childhood education majors in the posttest. Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to 
determine whether there were significant differences in the student teachers’ efficacy beliefs 
following student teaching between early childhood education majors and elementary 
education majors in the three areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement (Table 6).  
 
Table 6. Independent t-test results between ECE and Elementary education majors 
    Mean N 
Mean  
Difference 
Standard  
Deviation 
Standard  
Error Mean 
Pre Instructional Strategies ECE 3.73 28 -.16 .48 .09 
  Elementary 3.89 98   .52 .05 
Pre Classroom Management ECE 3.78 28 -.11 .52 .10 
  Elementary 3.88 98   .56 .06 
Pre Student Engagement ECE 3.67 28 -.10 .47 .09 
  Elementary 3.77 98   .55 .06 
Overall pretest efficacy ECE 3.73 28 -.12 .44 .08 
 
Elementary 3.85 98 
 
.49 .05 
Post Instructional Strategies ECE 4.23 6 -.21 .41 .17 
  Elementary 4.44 60   .61 .08 
Post Classroom Management ECE 4.52 6 .14 .41 .17 
  Elementary 4.39 60   .49 .06 
Post Student Engagement ECE 4.35 6 .13 .38 .16 
  Elementary 4.23 59   .52 .07 
Overall posttest efficacy ECE 4.37 6 .02 .38 .15 
 
Elementary 4.35 59 
 
.44 .06 
 
Overall, the total mean efficacy scores of student teachers who majored in elementary 
education (M = 3.85, SD = .49) was higher than that for student teachers who majored in 
early childhood education (M = 3.73, SD = .44) in the pretest. However, there was no 
significant difference between the two groups because the p-value was .74, which was not 
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lower than .05. There was no significant difference (p = .39) between early childhood 
education majors (M = 4.37, SD = .38) and elementary education majors (M = 4.35, SD = .44) 
in total posttest mean efficacy. 
A large majority of participants (93.4% in the pretest and 92.3% in the posttest) in 
this study had a plan to stay in teaching as long as they are able to do so, and only 2 student 
teachers (1.6%) in the pretest and 1 student teacher (1.5%) in the posttest had a plan to leave 
their teaching career as soon as possible when they were asked ―Do you plan to stay in 
teaching?‖ Additionally, most student teachers reported that they feel they will be an 
excellent teacher (N = 69, 55.2%) and 47 student teachers indicated they feel they will be a 
better than average teacher (37.6%) in the pretest. A majority of respondents (N = 48, 73.8%) 
reported that they feel they will be an excellent teacher and 16 student teachers indicated they 
feel they will be a better than average teacher (24.6%) in the posttest. A one-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine significant differences in total scores of 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy among three groups of student teachers who reported that 
they feel they will be an excellent teacher, a better than average teacher, or an average 
teacher in both pretest and posttest (Table 7). There was a significant effect (p < 0.5) of 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy on student teachers’ feeling of career confidence. 
Specifically, these results showed that when student teachers feel they will be an excellent 
teacher (M = 3.90, SD = 0.52 in the pretest, M = 4.48, SD = 0.38 in the posttest) in their 
future teaching career, they indicated a higher mean score in total scores of student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy in both pretest and posttest than student teachers who feel they will be a 
better than average teacher (M = 3.80, SD = 0.40 in the pretest) or an average teacher (M = 
3.45, SD = 0.36 in the pretest). 
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Table 7. One-way ANOVA results in total scores of student teachers’ sense of efficacy  
  
N Mean SD 
 
Mean 
Squares df F Sig. 
Pretest An average teacher 9 3.45 0.36 Between 0.82 2 3.75 0.026* 
 
A better than average 
teacher 47 3.80 0.40 Within 0.22 122 
  
 
An excellent teacher 69 3.90 0.52 
     Posttest An average teacher 1 3.46 
 
Between 1.41 2 9.50 0.000** 
 
A better than average 
teacher 16 4.07 0.40 Within 0.15 61 
  
 
An excellent teacher 48 4.48 0.38 
     ** p < 0.01; * p <0.05 
 
4.2 Changes in Student Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy and the Sources of Efficacy 
In the combination data of 2009 Fall and 2010 Spring, means and standard deviations 
for student teachers’ sense of efficacy and the sources that impact student teachers’ efficacy 
in both the pretest and posttest are presented in Table 8 to examine changes in student 
teachers’ efficacy beliefs before student teaching and after student teaching. Paired t-tests 
indicated that 60 student teachers who responded to both the pretest and posttest surveys 
reported that their efficacy beliefs significantly increased over time during a student teaching 
experience in all three areas of instructional strategies (from mean = 3.84 to 4.40), classroom 
management (from mean = 3.93 to 4.37), and student engagement (from mean = 3.80 to 4.22) 
as well as in overall student teachers’ efficacy scores (from mean = 3.85 to 4.33). These 
results indicate that over time, the student teachers who participated in this study felt more 
confident in their abilities relative to instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement. Student teachers’ efficacy ratings of their classroom management 
received the highest mean scores in the pretest, whereas instructional strategies received the 
highest mean scores in the posttest.  
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Table 8. Paired t-test results of combined 2009 Fall and 2010 Spring data 
    Mean N 
Mean Standard Standard 
t p Difference Deviation 
Error 
Mean 
TSES 
   
     
Instructional strategies Posttest 4.40 60 .56 .67 .09 6.52 <.001 
  Pretest 3.84 60           
Classroom 
management Posttest 4.37 60 
.44 .64 .08 5.40 <.001 
  Pretest 3.93 60           
Student engagement Posttest 4.22 59 .43 .56 .07 5.85 <.001 
  Pretest 3.80 59           
Overall efficacy Posttest 4.33 59 .48 .51 .07 7.22 <.001 
 
Pretest 3.85 59      
Sources of Efficacy 
   
     
Personality Posttest 4.64 60 .08 .48 .06 1.36 .178 
  Pretest 4.55 60           
Capabilities/skills Posttest 4.84 60 .07 .43 .06 1.28 .206 
  Pretest 4.77 60           
Motivation Posttest 4.72 59 .09 .48 .06 1.42 .160 
  Pretest 4.63 59           
Mastery experiences Posttest 4.53 60 .17 .59 .08 2.19 .033 
  Pretest 4.36 60           
Vicarious Posttest 3.87 60 .11 .89 .11 .98 .330 
  Pretest 3.75 60           
Physiological state Posttest 2.92 59 -.06 1.25 .16 -.40 .691 
  Pretest 2.98 59           
University training Posttest 4.19 60 -.17 .64 .08 -2.02 .048 
  Pretest 4.36 60           
Cooperating teacher Posttest 4.67 56 .37 1.01 .14 2.76 .008 
  Pretest 4.30 56           
 
Additionally, except for the sources related to physiological/affective state and 
university training, the means of the other sources of teaching efficacy increased over time 
during a student teaching experience. In particular, student teachers’ capabilities and skills to 
improve their teaching efficacy received the highest mean scores as a source of teaching 
efficacy in both pretest (mean = 4.77) and posttest (mean = 4.84). Student teachers’ 
motivation (mean = 4.63 in pretest, mean = 4.72 in posttest) and personality (mean = 4.55 in 
pretest, mean = 4.64 in posttest) also received higher mean scores as likely sources of student 
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teachers’ teaching efficacy in both the pretest and posttest compared with the other sources. 
Among these predictor variables there were no significant gains during the student teaching 
practicum.  
Specifically, means and standard deviations of the 18 student teachers who responded 
in both the pretest and posttest data in Fall 2009 are presented in Table 9 to examine changes 
in student teachers’ efficacy beliefs before student teaching and after student teaching. Paired 
t-tests indicated that student teachers’ efficacy beliefs significantly increased over time 
during their student teaching experience in all three areas of instructional strategies (from 
mean= 3.92 to 4.31), classroom management (from mean=3.95 to 4.34), and student 
engagement (from mean=3.86 to 4.22). The mean score of classroom management received 
the highest ratings in the three subscales of student teachers’ sense of efficacy in both the 
pretest and posttest. 
 
Table 9. Paired t-test results of 2009 Fall pretest and posttest of student teachers on TSES 
    Mean N 
Mean  
Difference 
Standard  
Deviation 
Standard  
Error 
Mean t p 
Instructional 
strategies 
Posttest 4.31 18 0.39 0.57 0.14 2.82 0.012 
  Pretest 3.92 18 
     
Classroom 
management 
Posttest 4.34 18 0.39 0.60 0.14 2.75 0.014 
  Pretest 3.95 18 
     
Student engagement Posttest 4.22 18 0.36 0.51 0.12 2.92 0.010 
  Pretest 3.86 18 
     
Overall efficacy Posttest 4.29 18 0.38 0.51 0.12 3.13 0.006 
 
Pretest 3.91 18 
     
 
In the data for 2010 Spring, paired t-tests indicated that 42 student teachers who 
responded to both pretest and posttest reported that their efficacy beliefs significantly (p 
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< .05) increased over time during their student teaching experience in all three areas of 
instructional strategies (from mean= 3.80 to 4.44), classroom management (from mean=3.91 
to 4.38), and student engagement (from mean=3.77 to 4.23). Additionally, the total scores of 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy significantly (p < .05) increased at the end of the student 
teaching practicum compared with the beginning of their student teaching practicum (Table 
10). 
 
Table 10.  Paired t-test results of 2010 Spring pretest and posttest of student teachers on TSES 
    Mean N 
Mean  
Difference 
Standard  
Deviation 
Standard  
Error 
Mean t p 
Instructional 
strategies 
Posttest 4.44 42 0.64 0.69 0.11 5.95 <0.001 
  Pretest 3.80 42 
     
Classroom 
management 
Posttest 4.38 42 0.47 0.66 0.10 4.61 <0.001 
  Pretest 3.91 42 
     
Student engagement Posttest 4.23 42 0.46 0.58 0.09 5.04 <0.001 
  Pretest 3.77 42 
     
Overall efficacy Posttest 4.35 41 0.53 0.51 0.08 6.59 <0.001 
 
Pretest 3.83 41 
     
         
         
4.3 Relations among Student Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy and the Sources of Efficacy 
Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated to determine whether any 
statistically significant relationships exist between sources of teaching efficacy and student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, 
and student engagement. These results showed that the three sense of efficacy subscales were 
highly intercorrelated with each other in both the pretest and posttest data (Tables 11 and 12). 
This implies that the three sense of efficacy dimensions together measure a single underlying 
latent construct of efficacy beliefs. Efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom 
management, and student engagement was significantly (p < .01) related to the sources of 
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personality, capabilities/skills, motivation, enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal 
persuasion, and vicarious experiences in the pretest data (Table 11). Additionally, efficacy 
for classroom management was significantly (p < .05) related to the interaction student 
teachers experienced with their cooperating teacher (r = .19) and efficacy for student 
engagement was significantly (p < .05) related to the source of university training (r = .19) in 
the pretest. There was no significant relationship between student teachers’ 
physiological/affective state and any of the efficacy scales in the pretest. In the posttest 
(Table 12), significant relations emerged among efficacy for instructional strategies and 
sources of student teachers’ motivation (r = .27) for teaching. Efficacy for both classroom 
management and student engagement was significantly (p < .05) related to the sources of 
personality, capabilities/skills, motivation, and enactive mastery experiences with 
social/verbal persuasion. Sources of vicarious experiences were significantly (p < .01) related 
to efficacy for classroom management (r = .38). There were no positive relationships 
between sources of student teachers’ physiological/affective state, university training, and the 
interactions with cooperating teacher and any of the efficacy factors in the posttest data. 
Student teachers’ personality (r = .47), capabilities/skills (r = 29), motivation (r = .34), 
enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal persuasion (r = .36), and vicarious 
experiences (r = .22) had statistically significant (p < 0.5) relationships with total scores of 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy in the pretest. Student teachers’ personality (r = .38), 
capabilities/skills (r = .25), motivation (r = .50), and enactive mastery experiences with 
social/verbal persuasion (r = .43) were significantly (p < 0.5) related to total scores of student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy in the posttest.  
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Table 11. Correlations of combined 2009 and 2010 pretest responses with student teachers’ efficacy beliefs and the sources of efficacy (N=127) 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Instructional strategies 1 
          2. Classroom management  .69** 1
         3. Student engagement .80** .73** 1
        4. Personality .47** .40** .41** 1
       5. Capabilities/skills .27** .24** .27** .60** 1
      6. Motivation .34** .29** .29** .66** .46** 1
     7. Mastery with social/verbal persuasion  .32** .35** .32** .47** .44** .31** 1
    8. Vicarious experiences .21* .20* .19* .26** .17 .15 .36** 1
   9. Physiological/affective state -.08 -.16 -.05 -.07 -.06 -.10 .02 .16 1
  10. University training .15 .13 .19* .21* .14 .23* .34** .30** .12 1
 11. Cooperating teacher relationship .04 .19* .14 .07 .19* .08 .12 .19* .14 .19* 1
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05 
            
 
Table 12. Correlations of combined 2009 and 2010 posttest responses with student teachers’ efficacy beliefs and the sources of efficacy (N=66) 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Instructional strategies 1 
          2. Classroom management  .42** 1 
         3. Student engagement .41** .74** 1 
        4. Personality .20 .42** .32** 1 
       5. Capabilities/skills .11 .26* .26* .56** 1 
      6. Motivation .27* .54** .46** .70** .56** 1 
     7. Mastery with social/verbal persuasion  .21 .49** .39** .49** .29* .54** 1 
    8. Vicarious experiences -.05 .38** .22 .24 .21 .21 .39** 1 
   9. Physiological/affective state -.11 -.10 -.07 -.01 -.26* -.14 -.18 .02 1 
  10. University training .23 .07 .17 .29* .25* .14 .24 .18 .05 1 
 11. Cooperating teacher relationship -.07 .10 .15 .17 .22 .13 .33** .42** -.05 .39** 1 
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05 
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Overall, efficacy for classroom management and student engagement was significantly 
related to sources of student teachers’ personality, capabilities/skills, motivation, and enactive 
mastery experiences with social/verbal persuasion in the observations from both the pretest and 
posttest. Efficacy for instructional strategies was significantly (p < .01) related to sources of 
student teachers’ personality, capabilities/skills, motivation, and enactive mastery experiences 
with social/verbal persuasion in the pretest data, but significantly (p < .05) related to sources of 
student teachers’ motivation in the posttest data. These results indicated that student teachers 
who felt more confident in their abilities to engage pupils and manage the classroom experienced 
greater feelings of their personal motivation and positive personality characteristics to improve 
their teaching performance. Also, student teachers emphasized their capabilities or skills such as 
organization of teaching activities and ability to perceive pupils’ needs and enactive mastery 
experiences during students’ teaching sessions to have greater confidence in their managerial and 
student engagement abilities. 
 
4.4 Identifying Predictors of the Sources of Support for Student Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy 
Multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the sources of teaching efficacy 
that could influence student teachers’ efficacy beliefs on both the pretest and posttest. Student 
teachers’ personality was a significant predictor of efficacy for instructional strategies and 
student engagement in the pretest data (β = .34 and β = 29, respectively, p < .05; see Table 13). 
When efficacy for classroom management was the dependent variable, student teachers’ 
personality characteristics served as a modest predictor (β = .25, p = .053). Additionally, enactive 
mastery experiences with social and verbal persuasion (β = .23, p < .05), physiological and 
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affective state (β = -.19, p < .05), and interactions with the cooperating teacher (β = .19, p < .05) 
made significant independent contributions to predicting efficacy for classroom management in 
the pretest data. 
 
Table 13. Multiple regression analysis results of pretest predictors of the sources of support for student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy 
 
        Outcomes 
  
       
  
 Instructional strategies Classroom management Student engagement 
Sources Beta t Sig Beta t Sig Beta t Sig 
1. Personality .343 2.680 .009* .248 1.957 .053 .286 2.167 .032* 
2. Capabilities/skills -.072 -.656 .513 -.086 -.793 .430 -.025 -.223 .824 
3. Motivation .097 .864 .390 .077 .687 .494 .024 .205 .838 
4. Mastery with 
social/verbal persuasion  
.157 1.517 .132 .233 2.268 .025* .157 1.467 .145 
5. Vicarious experiences .066 .707 .481 .043 .460 .647 .014 .143 .887 
6. Physiological/affective 
state 
-.081 -.930 .354 -.193 -2.250 .026* -.086 -.960 .339 
7. University training -.010 -.110 .913 -.031 -.338 .736 .062 .650 .517 
8. Cooperating teacher 
relationship 
.003 .037 .971 .186 2.129 .036* .106 1.166 .246 
R Square .245 
  
.257 
  
.196 
  * p < 0.05 
 
Physiological and affective state had a negative beta weight (β = -.19, p < .05) in the 
pretest. This result can be interpreted as demonstrating that when student teachers felt more 
stress and anxiety in their student teaching practicum, their sense of efficacy for classroom 
management decreased. 
In the posttest data, student teachers’ motivation and vicarious experiences made 
significant independent contributions to explaining the variance in efficacy for classroom 
management (β = .02 and β = .03, respectively; see Table 14). Student teachers’ motivation was 
a modest predictor (β = .36; p = .054) of efficacy for student engagement. The source of 
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university training was also a significant predictor (β = .29) of efficacy for instructional 
strategies. 
 
Table 14. Multiple regression analysis results of posttest predictors of the sources of support for student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy 
 
    
Outcomes 
 
 
 
  
 Instructional strategies Classroom management Student engagement 
Source Beta t Sig Beta t Sig Beta t Sig 
1. Personality .043 .223 .825 .082 .499 .619 -.012 -.065 .948 
2. Capabilities/skills -.110 -.660 .512 -.116 -.829 .411 -.051 -.322 .748 
3. Motivation .230 1.196 .237 .394 2.426 .019* .364 1.971 .054 
4. Mastery with social/verbal 
persuasion  
.113 .673 .504 .210 1.478 .145 .205 1.251 .216 
5. Vicarious experiences -.098 -.685 .496 .262 2.180 .034* .055 .404 .688 
6. Physiological/affective state -.114 -.851 .398 -.053 -.471 .640 -.014 -.112 .912 
7. University training .288 2.057 .044* -.027 -.226 .822 .093 .698 .488 
8. Cooperating teacher 
interaction 
-.211 -1.430 .158 -.129 -1.039 .303 -.047 -.335 .739 
R Square .177 
  
.414 
  
.258 
  * p <0.05 
 
The sources related to interaction with cooperating teachers did not make significant 
independent contributions to any of the efficacy factors in the posttest responses. In particular, 
student teachers’ personality was not a significant predictor in any of the efficacy subscales in 
the posttest, whereas personality was a significant predictor in all three of the sense of efficacy 
subscales in the pretest. The significant independent contribution made by student teachers’ 
personality to student teachers’ sense of efficacy was washed out over the course of the student 
teaching practicum. 
The value of R
2
 was .26 when efficacy for classroom management served as a dependent 
variable in the pretest, and increased to .41 in the posttest. This means that the regression model 
explained 26% of the variance in the student teachers’ pretest mean efficacy and 41% of the 
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variance in the student teachers’ posttest mean efficacy. In the pretest data, personality, enactive 
mastery experience with social/verbal persuasion, physiological/affective state, and interaction 
with the cooperating teacher were significant predictors of their efficacy for classroom 
management, whereas only motivation and vicarious experiences were significant predictors in 
the posttest data. The increased value of R
2 
in the posttest data may be a function of collinearity, 
which would be expected with the small sample size in the posttest (N = 63) compared with the 
pretest (N = 117). 
Student teachers’ motivation gain score (posttest mean score minus pretest mean score) 
was a statistically significant predictor (β = .48) of the efficacy for instructional strategies gain 
score (Table 15). Gain scores of dependent variables were obtained by calculating posttest mean 
scores of three efficacy subscales minus pretest mean scores of the three efficacy subscales after 
combining the 2009 Fall and 2010 Spring observations. Also, gain scores of the predictors, 
which were gain scores of sources that impact student teachers’ sense of efficacy, were 
calculated as the posttest mean scores of each of the eight predictors minus the corresponding 
pretest mean scores of the eight predictors. Vicarious experience gain score was a significant 
predictor (β = .38) of efficacy for classroom management gain score. Although 
physiological/affective state gain score and university training gain score were also significant 
predictors (β = -.28, β = -.30, respectively) of efficacy for classroom management gain score, the 
standardized (beta) regression coefficients of these two sources showed negative effects. These 
results may be interpreted as showing that on average a one standard deviation increase in 
university training and physiological/affective state corresponds with decreases of .28 of a 
standard deviation and .30 of a standard deviation, respectively, in efficacy for classroom 
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management, which means a drop in student teachers’ feeling of confidence in their efficacy for 
classroom management. 
 
Table 15. Multiple regression analysis of gain score predictors of mean gains in sources of support for student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy 
 
    
Outcomes  
    
 
Instructional strategies Classroom management Student engagement 
Sources Beta t Sig Beta t Sig Beta t Sig 
1. Personality -.020 -.101 .920 .024 .145 .885 -.042 -.213 .832 
2. Capabilities/skills 
-.154 -.958 .343 -.115 -.842 .404 .014 .086 .932 
3. Motivation 
.479 2.358 .023* .302 1.745 .088 .059 .282 .780 
4. Mastery with social/verbal 
persuasion  
-.352 -1.880 .067 .131 .824 .414 .139 .722 .474 
5. Vicarious experiences 
.133 .771 .445 .375 2.566 .014* .211 1.203 .235 
6. Physiological/affective state -.070 -.486 .629 -.275 -2.236 .030* -.205 -1.392 .171 
7. University training 
-.035 -.227 .821 -.295 -2.262 .029* -.057 -.362 .719 
8. Cooperating teacher 
relationship 
-.051 -.330 .743 -.088 -.676 .502 .091 .577 .567 
R Square .163 
  
.394 
  
.148 
  * p < 0.05 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
Discussion of the Study Findings 
Teachers’ sense of efficacy was identified as one of the few teacher characteristics 
strongly associated with variations in reading achievement among minority students in a study 
conducted by the RAND Corporation more than 30 years ago (Armor et al., 1976). A decade and 
a half later, teachers with greater confidence in the effectiveness of education again turned out to 
have a significant effect on student achievement (Ross, 1992). There was more student 
achievement growth in the classes of teachers who had stronger beliefs in their personal efficacy. 
Additionally, the sense of teaching efficacy influences teachers’ instructional behavior, 
classroom organization, and feedback patterns to students who are particularly experiencing 
difficulty (Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990), as well as classroom 
management (Henson, 2001). Efficacious teachers perceive and experience less student failure, 
which likely corresponds to a decreased need to guard against their negative teaching outcomes.  
It is of great interest to explore the development of efficacy beliefs among teachers, given 
that teacher efficacy is related to teacher effectiveness in classroom management activities, 
instructional behavior, classroom organization, feedback patterns, and pupil control ideology, 
and appears to influence students’ achievement, motivation, and their own sense of efficacy. In 
addition, given the importance of a strong sense of efficacy for optimal motivation in teaching, 
exploring factors that contribute to the initial development of preservice teachers’ efficacy will 
help them develop strong efficacy beliefs early in their career (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 
The main objective of the study was to examine the various sources that impact student 
teacher’ sense of efficacy, extending Bandura’s (1997) four sources of efficacy beliefs – 
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performance or mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, and 
physiological and/or emotional states. After exploring the factors that precede student teachers’ 
perceptions of their teaching efficacy, Poulou (2007) additionally highlighted the importance of 
student teachers’ personality characteristics, capabilities, and motivation as potential sources of 
teaching efficacy, which were not included in Bandura’s (1997) previous four experiential 
sources of self-efficacy. The author found that student teachers’ motivation (for example, love 
for pupils, which enhances efforts toward effective teaching and personal effort and study about 
topics of teaching effectiveness) to improve their teaching efficacy received the highest ratings 
as a source of teaching efficacy. 
 
Personality Characteristics 
Student teachers (N = 127) who participated in this dissertation study indicated that their 
personality traits, such as direct communication with pupils and positive stance/humor, 
originality/creativity, and talent for teaching, were significant predictors of efficacy for 
instructional strategies and student engagement and more modest predictors of efficacy for 
classroom management in the pretest data. Also, Pearson product-moment correlations revealed 
that sources of personality had statistically significant relationships with efficacy for all three 
subscales of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement in the 
pretest, while these were significantly related to classroom management and student engagement 
in the posttest. However, student teachers’ personality had significant relationships with total 
scores of student teachers’ sense of efficacy in both the pretest and posttest. Also, student 
teachers’ personality received high mean scores as likely sources of student teachers’ teaching 
efficacy in both the pretest and posttest. In the Summer 2009 pilot study, preservice teachers’ 
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personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery experiences with 
social/verbal persuasion, and physiological/affective state were significant predictors of efficacy 
for classroom management in the posttest data. 
These findings were consistent with the results of previous research studies that also 
found that student teachers’ personality characteristics and capabilities were significant 
predictors of all three areas of efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement (Poulou, 2007). Henson and Chambers (2002) also found only a limited 
relationship between teachers’ personality and their teaching efficacy and classroom 
management beliefs. They pointed out that teachers who tended to be more extraverted also 
tended to report higher teaching efficacy compared to teachers who were introverted. However, 
extraversion was negatively related to teachers’ classroom management beliefs, which means 
that increased extraversion tended to be related to more non-interventionist perspectives. 
Although little research has examined the relationship between teacher efficacy and 
personality types of teachers, Erdle, Murray, and Rushton (1985) found that the teacher 
personality traits and classroom teaching behaviors were significant correlates of students’ 
ratings of their college teachers’ effectiveness. They found that effective university instructors 
exhibited two types of personality traits: (1) Achievement Orientation, such as dominance, 
intelligence, leadership, and (2) Interpersonal Orientation, such as supportiveness, non-
authoritarianism, and non-defensiveness. 
 
Motivation and Capabilities 
Student teachers’ motivation in this study made a significant independent contribution to 
explaining the variance in efficacy for classroom management and was a modest predictor of 
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efficacy for student engagement in the posttest data. Student teachers’ motivation was 
significantly related to all three subscales of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement in both pretest and posttest. Student teachers’ 
motivation had significant relationships with total scores of student teachers’ sense of efficacy in 
both the pretest and posttest. Student teachers’ motivation also received higher mean scores as 
likely sources of student teachers’ teaching efficacy in both the pretest and posttest compared 
with the other sources of efficacy. 
Findings of this study additionally revealed that student teachers’ capabilities and skills, 
such as ability to perceive pupils’ needs, flexibility in teaching choices, and ability to control the 
classroom, received the highest mean scores as a source of teaching efficacy in both the pretest 
and posttest. The sources of capabilities and skills were significantly related to efficacy for 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement in the pretest, and 
significantly predicted efficacy for both classroom management and student engagement in the 
posttest. Student teachers’ capabilities and skills had significant relationships with total scores of 
student teachers’ sense of efficacy in both the pretest and posttest. 
Overall, findings of this study revealed that student teachers’ motivation and capabilities 
are important sources to use in efforts to improve their teaching efficacy, in congruence with 
previous research (Poulou, 2007; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990; Yeung & Watkins, 2000). Yeung and 
Watkins (2000) found that the development of teaching efficacy should be attributed partly to the 
student teachers’ capability, which was acquired mainly through their teaching and observations 
of pupils’ learning as well as confidence in dealing with daily matters. Student teachers’ 
motivation (for example, love for pupils, which enhances efforts towards effective teaching and 
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personal effort and study about topics of teaching effectiveness) to improve their teaching 
efficacy received the highest ratings as a source of teaching efficacy (Poulou, 2007).  
 
Enactive Mastery Experiences with Social and Verbal Persuasion 
Additionally, findings of this study revealed that enactive mastery experiences, in 
conjunction with social and verbal persuasion, physiological and affective state, and student 
teachers’ perceived support from their cooperating teacher, made significant independent 
contributions to predict efficacy for classroom management in the pretest data. Student teachers’ 
enactive mastery experiences with social and verbal persuasion had significant relationships with 
total scores of student teachers’ sense of efficacy in both the pretest and posttest. In the posttest 
data, student teachers’ vicarious experiences and university training were significant predictors 
of efficacy for classroom management and efficacy for instructional strategies. 
Enactive mastery experiences were the most influential sources when compared with 
other sources of information about self-efficacy, based on Bandura’s (1997) contention. Findings 
of this study support previous research, which also confirm that mastery experience in the forms 
of tutoring, observations, field placement, or student teaching is an important source of self-
efficacy for beginning teachers (Charalambous, Philippou, & Kyriakides, 2008; Fives et al., 2007; 
Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Redmon, 2007). Mulholland and 
Wallace (2001) found that mastery experience was a powerful influence on elementary science 
teachers’ teaching confidence and perception of competence during the transition from 
preservice to inservice teaching. Particularly, in previous research mastery experience was in 
conjunction with social/verbal persuasion when student teachers were asked to identify sources 
of teaching efficacy in this dissertation study, and mastery experience, as well as verbal and 
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social persuasion were both major sources of influence for increasing science teaching 
(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001). Previous research has indicated that the earlier the teaching 
successes with students in their field placements – which is one of the forms of preservice 
mastery experience – the more resilient will be the sense of efficacy during inservice teaching 
(Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Redmon, 2007). 
 
Other Significant Sources of Efficacy 
In contrast with previous research (Mulholland & Wallace, 2001; Poulou, 2007), in 
which sources related to vicarious experiences and physiological/affective states received the 
lowest ratings as potential sources of student teachers’ efficacy, the findings of this study 
revealed that student teachers’ vicarious experiences, physiological/affective states, and 
university training made significant independent contributions to part of the subscales of 
teaching efficacy. In particular, physiological and affective state in this study had a negative 
effect; if student teachers feel more stress and anxiety in their student teaching practicum, 
efficacy for classroom management would decrease, in congruence with Smylie’s (1988) 
findings that teachers’ sense of efficacy has been linked to the amount of stress experienced in 
teaching. Also, in this study student teachers’ university training, such as frequency of course 
attendance, type of courses, and number of courses during their teacher education program, was 
an influential source of teaching efficacy. Even though vicarious experiences did not receive 
high ratings as potential sources of teaching efficacy in previous research (Anderson & Betz, 
2001; Poulou, 2007), this dissertation study found that student teachers’ vicarious experiences, 
such as comparisons of their teaching with that of their peers, university supervisors, and 
cooperating teachers, turned out to be a significant source of teaching efficacy. Mulholland and 
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Wallace (2001) mentioned that the lack of appropriate vicarious experience in the forms of 
teacher educators’ modeling and observation of colleagues’ teaching in the elementary school 
was a major drawback to the development of science teaching efficacy. 
In this study, student teachers’ perceived support from their cooperating teacher made a 
significant independent contribution to predicting efficacy for classroom management in the 
pretest data. Successful examination of any psychological construct cannot be achieved without 
―consideration of contextual factors that influence how individuals function and think about their 
environment‖ (Fives et al., 2007, p. 919). The cooperating teacher was one of the contextual 
variables in this study that may play a prominent role in developing the efficacy beliefs of 
student teachers. Thus, assessed elements of the teaching task and perceived support from 
cooperating teachers in making novice teachers’ efficacy judgments could be critical to the 
development of teacher efficacy in the first years of teaching. As Fives et al. (2007) found that 
higher levels of guidance and feedback from their cooperating played an important role in the 
levels of student teachers’ efficacy, Knoblauch and Hoy (2008) also showed that having an 
efficacious cooperating teacher was positively correlated with the student teachers’ efficacy 
beliefs. The student teachers who perceived their cooperating teachers as efficacious were more 
efficacious themselves. 
 
Changes in Student Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Beyond exploring potential sources that impact student teachers’ sense of efficacy, 
another important result of this dissertation study was that student teachers’ efficacy beliefs 
significantly increased over time during their student teaching experience in all three areas of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement, as well as in total mean 
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scores of student teachers’ efficacy. In the Summer 2009 pilot study, mean scores of preservice 
teachers who answered both the pretest and posttest items were also significantly higher on the 
posttest than on the pretest for each of the three subscales. Descriptively, preservice teachers’ 
sense of efficacy in the three subscales of instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement increased by the end of the literacy method courses. 
These results indicate that over time, both student teachers and preservice teachers who 
participated in the dissertation study and pilot study felt more confident in their abilities relative 
to instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. These findings are 
in line with those of Fives et al. (2007) and Hoy and Spero (2005), who found that student 
teachers, regardless of grade level taught, demonstrated significant increases in their levels of 
efficacy over the course of the student-teaching practicum. Thus, Fives et al. (2007) suggested 
that it is necessary to provide opportunities for student teachers to engage in a safe and 
supportive environment of student teaching experiences because ―student teaching may be an 
efficacy building time and may serve as a cushion for the efficacy drop in the first year of 
teaching‖ (p. 930). 
In sum, the findings of this dissertation study revealed potential sources of student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy that were not included in previous measurement inventories, such as 
personality characteristics, capabilities/skills, and motivation to improve student teachers’ 
teaching efficacy. Notwithstanding the fact that it is necessary to understand more and less 
important sources that teachers consider when making efficacy judgments about their capability 
for instruction and classroom management, little research has examined the various potential 
variables that influence teachers’ sense of efficacy. The results of this study have extended the 
results of Bandura’s (1997) previous research, in which the four experiential sources of personal 
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performance accomplishments, vicarious learning or modeling, emotional arousal (anxiety), and 
social persuasion and encouragement were important to the initial development of self-efficacy 
expectations. The findings of this dissertation research highlight the importance of student 
teachers’ personality characteristics, capabilities, and motivation as potential sources of teaching 
efficacy. 
 
Limitations 
Before discussing the implications of these findings for future study, several limitations 
must be acknowledged. Among the limitations of this research are the different numbers of 
participants in the pretest and posttest, and that the modest sample size came from two different 
cohorts (Fall 2009 and Spring 2010) in one institution. This dissertation was a quantitative study 
based on a two-group (Fall and Spring) comparison that examines the change in student teachers’ 
efficacy beliefs at the beginning of their student teaching practicum and at the end of the student 
teaching practicum in Fall 2009 and Spring 2010. Combining the observations from Fall 2009 
and Spring 2010, the data used in this study came from 127 student teacher participants in the 
pretest and 66 in the posttest who voluntarily completed the survey questionnaire. There were 60 
student teachers who responded to both pretest and posttest survey questionnaires, and almost 
half of the student teachers who participated in the pretest did not respond to the posttest survey 
questionnaire. Due to the small sample size in the posttest compared with the pretest, for 
example, the value of R
2
 was .26 when efficacy for classroom management served as a 
dependent variable in the pretest, while the value of R
2 
increased to .41 in the posttest with small 
numbers of significant predictors in the posttest caused by a function of collinearity. Thus, 
caution must be exercised in generalizing from the results based on this small sample of student 
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teachers from only one teacher preparation program who were enrolled in a student teaching 
practicum. Thus, there is a need for cross-state studies in the United States and even for cross-
national comparative studies with more representative samples of student teachers to explore 
potential sources that influence their sense of teaching efficacy. 
Another limitation of this study was the fact that all of the data were collected via student 
teachers’ self-report instruments to measure sources of teaching efficacy and their efficacy 
beliefs. In this study, student teachers majoring in elementary education and early childhood 
education completed anonymous surveys that include the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES), Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory, Learning to Teach Questionnaire (LTQ), and 
demographic items. The use of structured questionnaires for quantitative analysis undermines 
―the unique, diversified, phenomenological views that may be involved in teachers’ sense of 
teaching efficacy‖ (Yeung & Watkins, 2000, p. 229) and may not fully delineate the factors 
contributing to student teachers’ sense of efficacy. Also, one of the weaknesses of self-report 
studies may be the fact that participants overestimate or underestimate the sources of teaching 
efficacy and their teaching confidence to perform classroom activities. Thus, qualitative data in 
the forms of interviews and actual observations would have enriched the study to reveal sources 
of student teachers’ efficacy and their sense of efficacy; these data will be utilized in future 
research. 
Student teachers could not be referring to the same cooperating teacher at the pretest at 
the beginning of the student teaching practicum as they refer to at the posttest at the end of the 
student teaching practicum when they responded to survey questions related to interaction with 
their cooperating teacher. Particularly, cooperating teachers who were referred by student 
teachers at pretest were the teachers with whom the student teachers interacted during their 
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preservice teaching practicum even before starting their student teaching credits, while 
cooperating teachers at the posttest were the teachers with whom student teachers had interacted 
most recently in their student teaching practicum. However, any statistically significant changes 
in mean scores of sources related to interaction with cooperating teachers in student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy before student teaching and after student teaching were not included in the 
result sessions. 
 
Implications for Future Study 
The results of this study invite further examination into antecedents of student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy, specifically about how these efficacy beliefs are formulated and sustained 
throughout the teaching career. Teachers’ sense of efficacy is a little idea with big impact 
because strong teachers’ efficacy beliefs impact students’ outcomes, such as students’ motivation, 
academic achievement, and students’ own sense of efficacy, as well as desirable teachers’ 
characteristics in the classroom. Bandura (1986, 1997) asserted that self-efficacy may be most 
malleable early in learning and tends to become fairly stable and resistant to change once set; 
thus, the first years of teaching could be critical to the long-term development of teacher efficacy. 
However, few longitudinal studies have tracked teachers’ efficacy from entry into a teacher 
preparation program through the induction year. Longitudinal research designs following 
preservice teachers through their preparation program and the first year of teaching would allow 
researchers to observe the periods of flux and stability of teachers’ sense of efficacy. The 
previous research (Hoy & Spero, 2005) has found that preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy rose 
during the teacher preparation program and student teaching, but fell with actual experience as a 
teacher. What variables are the most important to assist student teachers to build a resilient sense 
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of efficacy so they are more likely to continue teaching in the inservice situation remains 
unknown. Further research could also examine differences in the potential sources of teaching 
efficacy between student teachers and the inservice teacher population. 
Contextual variables contributing to analysis of the teaching task consequently would 
play a stronger role in student teachers’ sense of efficacy than for more experienced teachers. For 
example, it will be valuable research to identify characteristics of the schools that might affect 
the development of beginning teachers’ sense of efficacy. Bandura (1997) proposed that self-
efficacy is context-specific rather than a generalized expectancy; thus further research is needed 
to examine the importance of the context and the specificity of teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Future 
research could examine what aspects of the teaching environment and context affect novice 
teachers’ sense of efficacy. There is a need for greater understanding about how the various 
kinds of context variables, such as school level and setting, the quality of the school facilities, the 
availability of teaching resources, and interpersonal support from parents and the community, are 
linked to higher teaching efficacy. 
Finally, there is a need to examine further the effect of teacher efficacy on student 
achievement. Even though previous research (Ross, 1992) found that student achievement was 
higher in the classrooms of teachers with higher teacher efficacy beliefs, little current research 
has attempted to examine the link between stronger teacher efficacy and positive student 
achievement outcomes, particularly for students who have a learning difficulty. Students with 
more efficacious teachers had higher expectancies and perceptions of their performance in math 
than did students with less efficacious teachers, and teacher efficacy beliefs had a stronger 
relationship to changes in low-achieving students’ beliefs about their performance and task 
perceptions in math than to changes in higher-achieving students’ perceptions in a longitudinal 
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study across the transition from elementary school to junior high school (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & 
Eccles, 1989). Teachers’ sense of efficacy should have a more powerful impact on low-achieving 
students because these students may be more extrinsically motivated and more vulnerable to 
differences in their teachers’ efficacy beliefs than are high-achieving students. However, the 
relationship between teacher efficacy and student motivation and achievement is yet to be firmly 
established. Compelling research needs to be conducted to reveal the relationship between 
outcomes in school and teachers’ sense of efficacy about their capability to impact students’ 
motivation and academic achievement. 
 
Summary of this Study 
The main purpose of this dissertation study was to examine potential sources of student 
teachers’ sense of efficacy, extending Bandura’s (1997) four experiential sources of efficacy 
beliefs – performance or mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, 
and physiological and/or emotional states. The results of this study additionally found that 
student teachers’ personality, motivation, and capabilities/skills, university training, and student 
teachers’ perceived support from the cooperating teacher were influential sources impacting their 
teaching efficacy. 
The findings reported here also should be interpreted as the results of an extended study 
conducted to verify the TSES instrument and Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory. The 
Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory used in this study was developed based on 4th-year student 
teachers’ data from two pedagogical departments in Greece. Extending these previous measures 
to a substantially different context, the participants in this study were student teachers who 
conduct their student teaching practicum through a Midwestern state university in the United 
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States. The results of Pearson product-moment correlations in this study indicated that student 
teachers’ self-perceptions of efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement were significantly related to each other in both the pretest and posttest for 
this sample of student teachers in the United States. This implies that the three efficacy 
dimensions together measure a single underlying latent construct of student teachers’ sense of 
efficacy. Additionally, even though substantially different numbers of participants responded to 
the pretest and posttest measurement instruments, this study should be interpreted as a 
preliminary phase of a broader stream of research to explore the sources of student teachers’ 
sense of efficacy and changing levels of their efficacy beliefs. 
Teachers’ sense of efficacy is a crucial factor in improving teacher education and 
promoting education reform because higher levels of teachers’ sense of efficacy consistently has 
been found to relate to more positive student outcomes and to higher levels of teachers’ 
instructional and classroom behaviors. Thus, teacher educators need to consider all sources of 
information that influence student teachers’ efficacy beliefs if student teachers’ efficacy is to be 
enhanced during their teacher education programs. For high levels of student teachers’ efficacy, 
university teacher education programs should provide a variety of information to develop student 
teachers’ positive personality, motivations, capabilities/skills, and vicarious experiences, which 
also influence pupils’ achievement and their own efficacy. 
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APPENDIX B. LETTER TO STUDENT TEACHERS ENROLLED IN A ROFESSIONAL 
EDUCATION COURSE 
 
Dear ISU Student Teacher, 
 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at Iowa State 
University. This Spring I will be conducting a survey using a questionnaire that explores the 
relationship between the sources of self-efficacy and student teachers’ perception of efficacy in 
the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement. 
 
I am collecting data from student teachers majoring in elementary education and early 
childhood education enrolled in a required professional education course during Spring, 2010. 
You have been selected as one of the students in the teacher education program to complete a 
survey twice during the Spring to compare your beliefs in teaching efficacy at the beginning of 
your student teaching and at the end of your student teaching experience. You may skip any 
question that you do not wish to answer or that makes you feel uncomfortable. Your participation 
is voluntary. 
 
All information acquired in this study will be used to understand student teachers’ self-
efficacy and the factors that affect teaching efficacy. Your participation in this study is greatly 
needed and appreciated. The completion of the survey will require approximately 20 minutes. 
All information collected will be kept confidential. Your ID number is needed to compare pre-
test and post-test results, but no individual names will be identified in the questionnaire or in 
reports. The completed questionnaire will not be associated with your name. Results will be 
reported in terms of group summarizations, not individual responses. All surveys will be 
destroyed after the data have been summarized into group form. In addition, you are free to 
discontinue participation in the research project at any time. 
 
If you are willing to participate in this study, please complete the enclosed questionnaire 
and return it to me. If you have any questions about the questionnaire, please call me at (515) 
294-1941 or send an email to sunjin@iastate.edu. I would be happy to discuss this project with 
you. 
 
Thank you in advance for your time and participation in this study. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Sunjin Oh David Whaley Mack Shelley 
Graduate Student Director of Teacher Education University Professor 
Curriculum & Instruction Curriculum & Instruction Political Science and Statistics 
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APPENDIX C. Survey Questionnaire 
Thank you for taking the time and effort to respond to this questionnaire. Please give your 
most candid and thorough response to the questions below. The information you share here 
will remain confidential.  
 
 
What is your ISU student number? (Please, enter nine digits) 
 
 
 
 
   
A great 
deal 
Quite a 
bit 
Some 
influence 
Very 
little 
Nothing 
1. To what extent can you use a variety of assessment 
strategies in your reading and writing lessons?         
 
2. To what extent can you provide an alternative 
explanation or example when students are confused 
about your reading and writing lessons?  
       
 
3. To what extent can you craft good questions about 
teaching reading and writing for your students?  
       
 
4. How well can you implement alternative strategies 
for your reading and writing lessons?  
       
 
5. How well can you respond to difficult questions 
about your reading and writing lessons from your 
students?  
       
 
6. How much can you do to adjust your reading and 
writing lessons to the proper level for individual 
students?  
       
 
7. To what extent can you gauge student 
comprehension of what you have taught about 
reading and writing?  
       
 
8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges 
for very capable students in reading and writing 
lessons?  
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A great 
deal 
Quite a 
bit 
Some 
influence 
Very little Nothing 
9. How much can you do to control disruptive 
behavior in the classroom during your reading and 
writing lessons?  
       
 
10. How much can you do to get children to 
follow classroom rules during your reading and 
writing lessons?  
       
 
11. How much can you do to calm a student who 
is disruptive or noisy during your reading and 
writing lessons?  
       
 
12. How well can you establish a classroom 
management system with each group of students 
for your reading and writing lessons?  
       
 
13. How well can you keep a few problem 
students from ruining an entire reading and 
writing lesson?  
       
 
14. How well can you respond to defiant students 
in reading and writing lessons?  
       
 
15. To what extent can you make your 
expectation clear about student behavior during 
your reading and writing lessons?  
       
 
16. How well can you establish routines to keep 
activities running smoothly in your reading and 
writing lessons?  
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A great 
deal 
Quite a 
bit 
Some 
influence 
Very 
little 
Nothing 
17. How much can you do to get students to believe they 
can do well in their reading and writing schoolwork?         
 
18. How much can you do to help your students value 
learning about reading and writing?  
       
 
19. How much can you do to motivate students who show 
low interest in their reading and writing schoolwork?  
       
 
20. How much can you assist families in helping their 
children do well in reading and writing?  
       
 
21. How much can you do to improve the understanding 
of reading and writing of a student who is failing?  
       
 
22. How much can you do to help your students think 
critically about reading and writing?  
       
 
23. How much can you do to foster student creativity in 
reading and writing?  
       
 
24. How much can you do to get through to the most 
difficult students in your reading and writing lessons?  
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For each of the following items, please indicate the extent to which you agree 
or disagree that these demonstrate effective personal teaching confidence. 
 
Personality characteristics    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Direct communication with pupils 
       
 
Positive stance/humor        
 
Personal style/idiosyncrasy        
 
Trust in self        
 
Originality/creativity        
 
Talent for teaching        
 
Capabilities/skills    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Organization and schedule of teaching 
activities        
 
Ability to perceive pupils' needs        
 
Flexibility in teaching choices        
 
Ability to control classroom        
 
Motivation    
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Love for pupils which enhances efforts 
towards effective teaching        
 
Desire to improve the teaching task        
 
Personal effort (study, concern about 
topics of teaching effectiveness) 
       
 
Personal interest/motives        
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For each of the following items, please indicate the extent to which you agree 
or disagree that these demonstrate effective personal teaching confidence. 
 
 
Enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion 
 
   
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Teaching experience in primary schools during 
teaching practice        
 
The prospect of immediate appointment to 
schools induces an interest in professional 
development 
       
 
Pupils' enthusiasm in your teaching sessions, 
during teaching practice 
       
 
Successful teaching sessions during teaching 
practice 
       
 
Teaching experience in difficult classes or 
schools during teaching practice (minority, 
multicultural, special schools, etc.) 
       
 
Feedback from your colleagues who attend your 
teaching sessions 
       
 
 
Vicarious experiences  
 
 
  
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Comparisons of your teaching with that of your 
peers        
 
Comparisons of your teaching with that of 
cooperating teachers you observe during 
teaching practice 
       
 
Comparisons of your teaching with that of your 
university supervisors 
       
 
Comparisons of your teaching with that of your 
university peers 
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For each of the following items, please indicate the extent to which you agree 
or disagree that these demonstrate effective personal teaching confidence. 
 
 
Physiological/affective state  
   
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Feelings of stress or anxiety during your 
teaching practice        
 
Feelings of fatigue following your teaching 
practice as an indication of lack of ability 
or disappointment 
       
 
Recovery of negative feelings during your 
teaching practice 
       
 
University training  
   
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Frequency of course attendance during 
teacher education programs        
 
Type of courses offered during teacher 
training programs (compulsory or 
optional) 
       
 
Number of courses offered during teacher 
training programs 
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Q) How Frequently each statement is true of the interaction you experience with your 
cooperating teacher? (Please consider your most recent cooperating teacher) 
 
   
Always 
Almost 
always 
Often Sometimes 
Almost 
never 
Never 
1. My cooperating teacher and I have worked 
together to improve my instruction this semester.         
 
2. My cooperating teacher offers suggestions to 
improve my instruction.  
        
 
3. My cooperating teacher gives me feedback after 
watching me teach.  
        
 
4. My cooperating teacher offers me guidance to 
improve my teaching.  
        
 
5. My cooperating teacher gives me feedback that 
promotes self-reflection about my instruction. 
        
 
6. I watch what my cooperating teacher does during 
instruction and then try it myself.  
        
 
7. I teach in a way that is similar to my cooperating 
teacher.  
        
 
8. When I teach, I use the same materials as my 
cooperating teacher. 
        
 
9. When I teach, I replicate my cooperating 
teacher's instructional methods. 
        
 
10. When I am using new materials, I do what my 
cooperating teacher does.  
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Approximately how many hours of practical teaching experience prior to student teaching have 
you completed?  
 1 - 20 hours  
 21 - 40 hours  
 41 - 60 hours  
 61 - 80 hours  
 81 hours and above 
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APPENDIX D. SUMMER 2009 PILOT STUDY FULL VERSION 
Preservice teachers’ teaching efficacy and its sources 
Sunjin Oh 
 
Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to examine several potential sources of preservice teachers’ 
perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing lessons. More specifically, 
the study explored the relationship between the sources of preservice teachers’ self-efficacy and 
teachers’ perception of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, classroom management, 
and student engagement. Forty-three preservice teachers in pre-literacy methods courses and 
fourteen in post-literacy methods courses completed the survey, which consisted of the Teacher 
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) and Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory. Paired t-test results 
showed that preservice teachers’ teaching efficacy increased in the three subscales of 
instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement by the end of the 
literacy method courses. Efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and 
student engagement were highly intercorrelated with each other in the pre-test data. The results 
of multiple regression analysis indicated that personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal persuasion, and physiological/affective state 
were significant predictors when efficacy for classroom management was the dependent variable 
in the post-test data. 
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1. Introduction 
As teacher efficacy has emerged as an important construct in teacher education over the 
past 25 years, issues involving teacher efficacy have become increasingly important. There have 
been renewed demands to improve children’s academic achievement and to follow the intent of 
the No Child Left Behind legislation. Increased demands have been noted especially in the 
domain of reading because of a change in reading teacher education that has been mandated by 
the Reading First initiative (US Department of Education, 2002). 
Teacher efficacy has been defined as a teacher’s ―judgment of his or her capabilities to 
bring about desired outcomes of student engagement and learning, even among those students 
who may be difficult or unmotivated‖ (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p. 783). 
Teachers’ efficacy beliefs are associated with teachers’ willingness to devote more time to 
academic instruction and take greater responsibility for education students who have learning 
difficulties (Dembo & Gibson, 1985). In addition, more efficacious preservice teachers were less 
interventionist toward classroom management after examining the multivariate relationships 
between teacher efficacy and task analysis variables as predictors of classroom beliefs about 
control (Henson, 2001). 
Given that teacher efficacy is related to teacher effectiveness and appears to influence 
students’ achievement, attitude, and affective growth, it is of great interest to explore the 
development of efficacy beliefs among teachers. In addition, given the importance of a strong 
sense of efficacy for optimal motivation in teaching, exploring factors that contribute to the 
initial development of preservice teachers’ efficacy will help them develop strong efficacy 
beliefs early in their career. 
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Experienced teachers are generally provided with the source of information, including an 
abundance of mastery experience, to develop their teaching efficacy. However, prospective 
teachers generally do not have this source of information, at least not until they have their 
teaching practice in school in which they receive emotional arousal and verbal persuasion, 
including performance feedback from supervisors, classroom teachers, and other peers (Chan, 
2008; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). With the differential amount of information 
from these sources, as well as different experience of teaching practice, preservice teachers 
might have different levels of belief in their teaching self-efficacy. The overwhelming majority 
of research in the area of teacher efficacy has been conducted on inservice teachers, and 
relatively little is known about the knowledge base in this area among preservice teachers. 
In addition, according to previous research studies of preservice teachers’ self-efficacy, 
the value and power of teachers’ sense of efficacy has been well established in the literature, but 
the sources of teachers’ efficacy beliefs has not been established (Anderson & Betz, 2001; 
Poulou, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). For example, Anderson and Betz 
(2001) have argued that little research has focused on the sources of self-efficacy, in contrast to 
the amount of research on correlates or outcomes of self-efficacy. Tschannen-Moran and 
Woolfolk Hoy (2007) state that ―it is of both theoretical and practical importance to understand 
the sources teachers tap when making judgments about their capability for instruction‖ (p. 953). 
 
1.1 Theoretical framework 
This study is based on the theoretical framework of self-efficacy developed by Bandura’s 
(1977) social cognitive theory because most researchers in psychology and education attribute 
the concept of teacher efficacy to this theoretical framework. Bandura (1997) defines perceived 
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self-efficacy as ―beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given attainments‖ (p. 3). Self-efficacy has to do with self-perception of 
competence rather than actual level of competence. People regularly overestimate or 
underestimate their actual capabilities, and these estimations may have consequences for the 
courses of action they choose to pursue or the effort they exert in those pursuits.  
Bandura (1997) suggests that self-knowledge about one’s efficacy is based on four 
sources of information: 1) performance or mastery, 2) vicarious experiences, 3) verbal or social 
persuasion, and 4) physiological and/or emotional states. Performance or mastery refers to a 
teacher’s experience in terms of success and failure. The most influential source of efficacy 
information is enactive mastery, which provides authentic evidence of the teacher’s performance 
in the classroom and school setting, with success leading to enhanced self-efficacy and failure to 
reduced self-efficacy. Vicarious experiences occur through the observation of others succeeding 
or failing. Poulou (2007) said that when there are no absolute measures of adequacy and 
individuals’ activities, people assess their ability through comparisons with others in similar 
situations. Thus, modeling serves as an effective tool for promoting a sense of personal efficacy. 
Verbal persuasion stems from activities such as talks, course work, professional development 
workshops, and feedback about achievement, and these have a positive influence that give 
teachers information about the task of teaching. Physiological and/or emotional states impact 
how people interpret their physical and emotional reactions. For example, tension and stress are 
often interpreted by individuals as signs of a lack of ability or of poor performance. 
1.2 Purpose of this study 
The importance of teaching efficacy gives rise to the need to investigate the factors that 
influence prospective teachers’ perceptions of teaching efficacy. Given the recognized 
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importance of self-efficacy among prospective teachers, it is essential to research the factors that 
serve as sources of prospective teacher efficacy. Extending Bandura’s four sources of efficacy 
beliefs—performance or mastery, vicarious experiences, verbal or social persuasion, and 
physiological and/or emotional states, the author wondered what other sources impact preservice 
teachers’ self-efficacy. The purpose of this study was to examine several potential sources of 
preservice teachers’ perceptions of their teaching efficacy during their reading and writing 
lessons. More specifically, the study explored the relationship between the sources of preservice 
teachers’ self-efficacy and teachers’ perception of efficacy in the areas of instructional strategies, 
classroom management, and student engagement. 
 
2. Methodology 
Preservice teachers who were enrolled in literacy method courses during Summer 2009 at 
a Midwestern research-extensive university in the United States were invited to participate in this 
study. Literacy method courses were paired with a literacy block practicum, which provides an 
opportunity for preservice teachers to gain practical classroom experience in local elementary 
school settings. During the summer semester, preservice teachers who attended literacy methods 
courses for five weeks, for four days a week, were assigned to a classroom five days a week for 
three weeks for their literacy block practicum. The survey questionnaire was distributed to 
preservice teachers at the beginning of the literacy method courses for pre-test measures of 
teacher self-efficacy and at the end of the literacy block practicum for post-test measures of 
teacher self-efficacy.  
Forty-three preservice teachers completed the pre-test survey and 14 completed the post-
test survey; 9 preservice teachers responded to both the pre- and post-test measures. In the pre-
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test data, the participants were primarily white females: 35 females (81%) and 8 males (19%); 41 
white (96%), 1 African-American or Black (2%), and 1 Hispanic (2%). 
The survey consisted of three parts. The first part, the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(TSES), is a 24-item measure developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). This 
scale consists of three dimensions: instructional strategies, classroom management, and student 
engagement. The language of the questions in the original TSES scale was adapted, as it referred 
to preservice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs about literacy areas. As an example of the adaptation 
of such an item: ―To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies?‖ was changed to 
―To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your reading and writing 
lessons?‖ The 9-point continuum in the original version of TSES were revised as a 5-point Likert 
range in this study, from 1 = not at all to 5 = a great deal. 
The second part, the Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory developed by Poulou (2007), 
comprised 30 items in the seven categories of personality characteristics, capabilities, motivation, 
enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, vicarious experiences, university training, and 
physiological/affective state. This Inventory was developed based on interviews with 32 Greek 
4th-year student teachers. For each statement, respondents rated the sources of teaching efficacy 
on Likert-type items, with values ranging from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). 
Demographic variables, such as gender, ethnicity, grade point average, and completed teaching 
practicum hours, were included in the last section. 
3. Results 
Mean TSES scores for both pre- and post-literacy methods courses are presented in Table 
1. It is not appropriate to conduct t-tests comparing pre-course and post-course scores because 43 
preservice teachers responded to the pre-test while only 14 preservice teachers responded to the 
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post-test , but descriptively preservice teachers’ self-efficacy in the three subscales of 
instructional strategies (from M = 3.59 to M = 4.09), classroom management (from M = 3.65 to 
M = 4.12), and student engagement (from M = 3.57 to M = 3.84) increased by the end of the 
literacy method courses (Table 1).  
 
Table 1. Mean scores on pre-test (N = 43) and post-test (N = 14) preservice teachers’ ratings on 
TSES 
  
Item       Pre 
Mean 
Post 
Mean 
Efficacy for instructional strategies     3.59 4.09 
1. To what extent can you use a variety of assessment strategies in your reading and writing lessons? 3.77 4.14 
2. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused 
about your reading and writing lessons? 
3.67 4.14 
3. To what extent can you craft good questions about teaching reading and writing for your students?  3.72 4.21 
4. How well can you implement alternative strategies for your reading and writing lessons? 3.65 4.07 
5. How well can you respond to difficult questions about your reading and writing lessons from your 
students? 
3.42 4.00 
6. How much can you do to adjust your reading and writing lessons to the proper level for individual 
students? 
3.42 4.14 
7. To what extent can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught about reading and 
writing? 
3.60 3.86 
8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable students in reading and writing 
lessons? 
3.44 4.14 
         
Efficacy for classroom management     3.65 4.12 
9. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom during your reading and 
writing lessons? 
3.67 4.21 
10. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules during your reading and writing 
lessons? 
3.74 4.14 
11. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy during your reading and 
writing lessons? 
3.56 4.00 
12. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students for your 
reading and writing lessons? 
3.67 4.14 
13. How well can you keep a few problem students from ruining an entire reading and writing 
lesson? 
3.42 4.00 
14. How well can you respond to defiant students in reading and writing lessons?  3.26 4.00 
15. To what extent can you make your expectation clear about student behavior during your reading 
and writing lessons? 
3.98 4.29 
16. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly in your reading and 
writing lessons? 
3.88 4.14 
         
Efficacy for student engagement     3.57 3.84 
17. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in their reading and writing 
schoolwork? 
3.91 4.36 
18. How much can you do to help your students value learning about reading and 
writing? 
 3.77 3.86 
19. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in their reading and writing 
schoolwork?  
3.60 3.79 
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20. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in reading and writing? 3.43 3.36 
21. How much can you do to improve the understanding of reading and writing of a student who is 
failing? 
3.51 3.71 
22. How much can you do to help your students think critically about reading and writing? 3.44 3.93 
23. How much can you do to foster student creativity in reading and writing?  3.77 4.07 
24. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students in your reading and writing 
lessons? 
3.23 3.64 
         
 
Mean scores for the 9 preservice teachers who answered both pre- and post-test items 
were significantly higher on the post-test than on the pre-test for each of the three subscales. 
Paired t-tests showed that there were significant differences on the three subscales (Table 2). 
Table 2. pre- and post-test scores of nine preservice teachers on TSES 
 
    Mean N Mean Standard Standard t p-value 
Difference Deviation Error 
Mean 
Instructional strategies Posttest 3.96 9 0.9 0.36 0.12 7.46 0 
  Pretest 3.06 9           
Classroom management Posttest 4.06 9 0.71 0.71 0.24 3.01 0.017 
  Pretest 3.35 9           
Student engagement Posttest 3.76 9 0.61 0.5 0.17 3.68 0.006 
  Pretest 3.15 9           
 
 
Multiple regression analysis was conducted to investigate the sources of teaching efficacy 
that could influence preservice teachers’ perception of self-efficacy in both pre- and post-test. 
None of the sources of teaching efficacy were significant predictors of preservice teachers’ self-
efficacy in the pre-test data, largely due to the limited number of observations and consequently 
larger standard deviations, as well as possible multicollinearity. However, personality 
characteristics, capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal 
persuasion, and physiological/affective state were significant predictors when efficacy for 
classroom management was the dependent variable in the post-test data (see Table 3). When 
efficacy for instructional strategies was the dependent variable, capabilities turned out to be a 
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significant predictor (β = -1.50, p < .05). The negative values for Beta may be a function of 
collinearity, which would be expected with the small sample size in the post-test (N = 14). 
Table 3. Beta regression coefficients for sources of teaching efficacy as predictors of efficacy IS, CM, and SE   
   
Outcome measures 
  
 
Instructional strategies Classroom management Student engagement 
Sources 
Standardized 
Coefficients Beta Sig. 
Standardized 
Coefficients Beta Sig. 
Standardized 
Coefficients Beta Sig. 
Personality 
characteristics -0.76 0.37 -2.75 0.01* -0.21 0.89 
Capabilities/skills -1.50 0.03* -1.08 0.05* -0.38 0.70 
Motivation 1.73 0.19 4.08 0.01* 0.44 0.85 
Enactive mastery with 
social/verbal persuasion -0.28 0.67 -1.58 0.04* -0.98 0.45 
Vicarious experience -0.21 0.71 1.08 0.07 1.01 0.37 
Physiological/affective 
state -1.66 0.09 -3.27 0.01* -1.40 0.39 
University training 0.87 0.08 0.37 0.31 0.90 0.29 
*p < .05 
Accordingly, Pearson product-moment correlations were calculated to determine whether 
any statistically significant relationships exist between sources of teaching efficacy and 
perceived efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement 
(Table 4). The three self-efficacy subscales were highly intercorrelated with each other in the 
pre-test data. This implies that the three self-efficacy dimensions together measure a single 
underlying latent construct of self-efficacy. Efficacy for instructional strategies was related to 
efficacy for classroom management in the post-test. In the pre-test, enactive mastery experiences 
with social and verbal persuasion were significantly (p < .05) related to both efficacy for 
instructional strategies (r = .40) and efficacy for student engagement (r = .38). Sources of 
university training were significantly related to both efficacy for instructional strategies (r = .36) 
and efficacy for student engagement (r = .32). None of the sources was significantly related to 
efficacy for classroom management. There was no relation in the post-test between any of the 
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sources of teaching efficacy and preservice teachers’ self-efficacy, largely due to the limited 
number of observations. 
 
Table 4. Correlation analysis of preservice teachers’ sense of efficacy and sources in both pre- (N=43) and post-test (N=14) 
Pre-test 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 1.00 
         2 0.71** 1.00 
        3 0.83** 0.77** 1.00 
       4 0.23 0.18 0.26 1.00 
      5 0.19 0.22 0.20 0.76** 1.00 
     6 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.35* 0.02 1.00 
    7 0.40** 0.27 0.38* 0.48** 0.35* 0.14 1.00 
   8 0.18 0.10 0.02 -0.05 -0.14 -0.19 0.16 1.00 
  9 -0.07 -0.16 -0.05 -0.16 0.01 0.10 -0.39 -0.13 1.00 
 10 0.36* 0.15 0.32* 0.31* 0.13 0.22 0.49** 0.05 -0.04 1.00 
Post-test 
          1 1.00 
         2 0.54* 1.00 
        3 0.41 0.22 1.00 
       4 -0.18 0.01 -0.37 1.00 
      5 -0.19 0.26 -0.16 0.72** 1.00 
     6 -0.23 -0.08 -0.36 0.84** 0.70** 1.00 
    7 0.29 -0.06 0.33 0.00 0.11 0.18 1.00 
   8 -0.15 -0.34 0.17 -0.29 -0.34 -0.02 0.67* 1.00 
  9 -0.17 -0.47 -0.01 -0.32 -0.35 0.14 0.02 0.47 1.00 
 10 0.22 -0.18 0.05 0.12 0.21 0.41 0.69* 0.42 0.19 1.00 
Note: 1 = Efficacy for Instructional strategies, 2 = Efficacy for Classroom management, 3 = Efficacy Student engagement, 4 = 
Personality, 5 = Capabilities, 6 = Motivation, 7 = Enactive mastery with social/verbal persuasion, 8 = Vicarious experiences, 9 
= Physiological/affective state, 10 = University training   
** p < 0.01; * p <0.05 
         
For demographic variables, females (N = 35) showed a significantly higher pre-test mean 
score in the three self-efficacy subscales than did males (N = 8). Preservice teachers who had 
more practical teaching experiences showed a significantly higher mean score in instructional 
strategies and classroom management subscales of TSES than did peers who had fewer 
practicum hours in the pre-test. 
 
4. Conclusion 
The findings reported here should be interpreted as the results of a pilot study conducted 
to verify the TSES instrument and Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory. The Teaching Efficacy 
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Sources Inventory used in this study was developed based on 4th-year student teachers’ data 
from two pedagogical departments in Greece. Extending these previous measures to a 
substantially different context, the participants in this study were preservice teachers who were 
enrolled in their first or second literacy methods courses at a midwestern state university in the 
United States and who have not yet conducted their student teaching. Thus, caution is needed in 
generalizing the results of this study to preservice teachers who were trained as teacher 
candidates in teacher preparation program in the United States. However, the results of Pearson 
product-moment correlations in this study indicated that efficacy for efficacy for instructional 
strategies, classroom management, and student engagement were significantly related to each 
other in the pre-test data for this sample of preservice teachers in the United States. This implies 
that the three self-efficacy dimensions together measure a single underlying latent construct of 
self-efficacy.  
Also, the results of multiple regression analysis showed that personality characteristics, 
capabilities, motivation, enactive mastery experiences with social/verbal persuasion, and 
physiological/affective state were significant predictors of efficacy for classroom management 
for TSES post-scores. Additionally, when efficacy for instructional strategies was the dependent 
variable, capabilities turned out to be a significant predictor. The findings from this study are 
consistent with earlier research conducted by Poulou (2007) that highlighted the importance of 
student teachers’ personality characteristics, capabilities, and motivation as potential sources of 
teaching efficacy. Bandura (1997) did not identify those as important sources of information that 
teachers consider when making self-efficacy judgments. Although little research has examined 
the relationship between teacher efficacy and personality types of teachers, Erdle, Murray, and 
Rushton (1985) found that the teacher personality traits and classroom teaching behaviors were 
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significant correlates of students’ ratings of their college teachers’ effectiveness. They found that 
the effective university instructors exhibited two types of personality traits: (1) Achievement 
Orientation, such as dominance, intelligence, leadership, and (2) Interpersonal Orientation, such 
as supportiveness, non-authoritarianism, and non-defensiveness. Poulou (2007) mentioned that 
―the more student teachers perceived themselves as possessing specific personality 
characteristics and teaching capabilities, the more they felt efficacious in implementing 
instructional and discipline strategies and involving pupils in the learning process‖ (p. 212). 
Overall, findings of this study also revealed that preservice teachers’ motivation and 
capabilities were one of the important sources to improve their teaching efficacy, in congruence 
with previous research (Poulou, 2007; Yeung & Watkins, 2000). Yeung and Watkins (2000) 
found that the development of teaching efficacy should partly be attributed to the student 
teachers’ capability, which was acquired mainly through their teaching and observations of 
pupils’ learning as well as confidence in dealing with daily matters. 
Substantially different numbers of participants responded to the pre- and post-test 
measurement instruments; 43 preservice teachers responded to the pre-test while only 14 
preservice teachers responded to the post-test. Only 9 preservice teachers who provided 
identification answered both pre- and post-test items. However, this study should be interpreted 
as a preliminary phase of a broader stream of research to explore the sources of preservice 
teachers’ efficacy and changing levels of their self-efficacy beliefs. 
 
5. Significance of the study 
Teacher self-efficacy is a crucial factor in improving teacher education and promoting 
education reform because high teacher self-efficacy consistently has been found to relate to 
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positive student and teacher behaviors. Thus, teacher educators need to consider all sources of 
information that influence prospective teachers’ efficacy beliefs if prospective teachers’ efficacy 
is to be enhanced during teacher education programs. For high levels of prospective teachers’ 
efficacy, university teacher education programs should provide positive information from 
vicarious experience, social persuasion, and a form of mastery experience offered by student 
colleagues, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors. In addition, the fact that the three 
dimensions of self-efficacy were highly intercorrelated suggests that future research in this area 
could be undertaken using structural equation modeling approaches in which self-efficacy is 
treated as a latent trait with three underlying constructs. 
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